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Committee, be pulled from consideration by the full Board To verify if an item will be heard ,
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55 CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF THE NEGATIVE DECLARATION (SCH #
96032092) AND THE PROPOSED EMERGENCY WAIVER OF STANDARDS
REGULATIONS (CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS, TITLE 14 ,
DIVISION 7, CHAPTER 3, ARTICLE 3 : SECTIONS 17210-17210 .9 )

56 . UPDATE ON IMPLEMENTING PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTIONS 4410 4
AND 44106 REGARDING THE INVENTORY OF SOLID WASTE FACILITIE S
WHICH VIOLATE STATE MINIMUM STANDARD S

. 40 DISCUSSION OF CHIPPING, GRINDING, MULCHING, AND OTHER
ORGANIC RECYCLING ACTIVITIES NOT INCLUDED IN COMPOSTING
REGULATIONS (ORAL PRESENTATION )

DISCUSSION OF ODOR CONTROL AT COMPOSTING FACILITIES AS A
RESULT OF AB59 (ORAL PRESENTATION) ,

OTHER

59. OPEN DISCUSSION

60. ADJOURNMENT

Notice :

	

The Board may hold a closed session to discuss th e
. appointment or employment of public employees an d
litigation under authority of Government Code
Sections 11126 (a) and (q), respectively .

For further information contact :

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOAR D
8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA 9582 6

Patti Bertram
(916) 255-215 6

NOTE : BOARD AND COMMITTEE AGENDAS ARE AVAILABLE ON THE INTERNET .
THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD'S HOME PAGE I S
AS FOLLOWS : HTTP ://WWW .CIWMB .CA .GOV/



•

LOCAL PLANNING DOCUMENTS

In consideration of the in-house wast e
prevention policy, . the April 15, 1996 Local
Assistance and Planning Committee Agend a
Items 6 through 34 will not be included i n
the April 24-25, 1996 Board packet .

Please retain the above agenda items fo r
inclusion into the April 24-25, 1996 Board
packet .

If you have questions or need to obtai n
additional copies of the above items ,
please contact Patti Bertram, the Board' s
Administrative Assistant, at (916 )
255-2156 .
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

BOARD MEETING
.April 24, 199 6

AGENDA ITEM 1

ITEM : CONSIDERATION OF AWARD OF 1995 CALMAX s" MATCH OF THE YEAR

I. SUMMARY

This item is before the Board to gain approval of the award o f
the 1995 Ca1MAXs" Match of The Year to Triad Energy Resources ,
Inc . (E .R .I .) and C&H Sugar Company .

The Match of the Catalog, featured in each issue of CalMAX s" ,
highlights an exchange made through Ca1MAXsM to inspire readers
to utilize CalMAXs" . Each year, one of the Match of the Catalog
stories is chosen as the Match of the Year by an ad hoc award
committee of Board Advisors and Committee Analysts .

Based on an established criteria, the award committee ranked a
20,000 ton exchange of spent filtration media and by-product s
from the sugar refining process between Triad E .R .I . and C&H
Sugar Company as the 1995 Match of the Year . The exchange d
material, diatomaceous earth filter containing calcium phosphate ,
is used to produce soil amendment and fertilizer .

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

In previous years, the Ca1MAXs" Match of the Year has been hear d
before the Committee and the Board, however no action has ye t
been taken on this item this year .

III. OPTIONS FOR THE COMMITTEE

Board Members may decide to :

1. Award the 1995 CalMAXs" Match of the Year to the
proposed recipients, based on the established criteri a
and scoring by the award committee .

2. Direct staff to modify the established scorin g
criteria, reconvene the award committee, re-evaluat e
the candidate exchanges, and return to the Board with
the results .
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IV. COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

As of the date this item went to print, the Local Assistance an d
Planning Committee had not made a recommendation or decision o n
this item . '

V. ANALYSI S

Background
The California Materials Exchange (Ca1MAXs") provides a practical
program for businesses, industry, institutions, and nonprofi t
organizations to reuse and recycle materials that have bee n
traditionally discarded through a bimonthly catalog .

The Match of the Catalog, featured in each issue of Ca1MAX s"
highlights an exchange made through Ca1MAXs" intended to inspire
readers to more fully utilize Ca1MAXs"' . Each year, one of th e
Match of the Catalog stories is chosen as the Match of the Yea r
by an ad hoc award committee of Board Advisors and Committe e
Analysts .

Criteria and Proces s
Selection of the Match of the Year is based on criteria develope d
each year that balances the amount of material diverted, the
relative savings to the businesses involved, priority areas o f
the CalMAXsM program, and the noteworthiness of the exchange .

After a briefing, each award committee member reviewed the Matc h
of the Catalog stories from 1995, and then scored the exchange o n
a provided scoresheet (see attachment) . Additional information
was provided upon request regarding some tonnage information .
The committee's individual scoresheets were then compiled t o
determine the proposed recipient of the 1995 Match of the Yea r
award .

Candidate s
A committee of four Board Advisors and Committee Analyst s
reviewed the following Match of the Catalog winners from 1995 :

1 . Father/son entrepreneurs Larry Manhan of King Recycler s
and Jonathan Manhan of Buyers Consultation Service hav e
consistently used Ca1MAXs" to inform Southern California n
businesses that they can recover their old electronic scrap .
They recovered 50 tons of computer monitors, computers ,
mainframes, circuit boards, and electronic parts throug h
Ca1MAXs", including five tons of electronic scrap from TR W
of Irwindale, California .

•

•

2.
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2. Sandy Stevens of C&H Sugar Company was searching for an
alternative to landfilling tons of a filtration by-produc t
derived from the sugar refining process on a site adjacen t
to the refinery in Crockett . Mike Daley of Triad E .R .I . was
seeking organic wastes to incorporate into fertilizer and
soil amendment . Through an ad in Ca1MAXs", C&H Sugar
Company and Triad E .R .I . exchanged over 20,000 tons of the
filtration by-product which was used to produce soi l
amendment and fertilizer . In addition, Triad E .R .I . wa s
able to utilize over 32,000• tons of spent mushroom compos t
and horse manure through advertising in Ca1MAXs"

3. Felicia Guadian, a 23 year veteran of the Lipton Tea
Company, was promoted to the Recycling Coordinator positio n
at Lipton, and immediately used Ca1MAXs" to reduce the
amount of waste disposed at the plant . By advertising i n
Ca1MAXs", Lipton Tea Company supplied the City of Palo Alt o
Recycling Program with over 500 cardboard and plasti c
containers ; provided plastic bags to the City of Folsom fo r
their school recycling program ; and donated cardboard ,
chipboard, foam, plastic pails, bags, buckets, paper hats ,
cardboard circles and cones . to the Live Oak School District
and the Children's Discovery Museum of San Jose for craft
projects for children . Overall, Felicia was able to reduc e
the amount of waste produced at the plant by 33%, reducing
disposal costs by over $1600 per week .

4. Mark Kennedy of Campus Recycling Program at CSU Humbold t
needed large plastic containers to replace steel drums tha t
were heavy, difficult to roll, and had sharp edges . Over
300 miles away, Richard Luchini, of UNOCAL refinery in
Rodeo, placed an ad in Ca1MAXs" to eliminate a stockpile o f
plastic drums that previously contained compressor wash
water, cleaning fluid, and firefighting foam . Mark and
Richard exchanged 56 plastic drums through Ca1MAXs", saving
Campus Recycling Program $160 and saving UNOCAL over $350 in
avoided disposal costs . Now the reused items are helping t o
recycle other material .

5. East Bay Excavating Company Inc . (EBX) operates a quarry
facility in Hayward and provides materials for backfill ,
aggregate, base materials, and asphalt . They also accept
certain types of clean construction and demolition debri s
(C&D) and charge $2 and $8 per ton for mixed C&D which i s
much less than the $40-$50 per ton charged at loca l
landfills for the same material . By advertising in
Ca1MAXs", EBX recycled thousands of tons of asphalt an d
asphalt grindings, concrete, sand, slag, tile, toilets, an d

•

		

cullet while saving local businesses thousands of dollars in
disposal costs and diverting thousands of tons of C&D from
local landfills .

3
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Selection
This year, the committee of Board Advisors selected the 20,00 0
ton sugar filtration by-product exchange between C&H Suga r
Company and Triad E .R .I . as the 1995 Ca1MAXSM Match of the Year .
The exchanged materials were marketed to entities producing soi l
amendments and fertilizer in the upper San Joaquin Valley .

Staff has completed an inter-divisional review to ensure that no
outstanding solid waste regulatory issues exist related to thi s
exchange (please see attachment) .

This exchange initially diverted 20,000 tons of organic materia l
from California's landfills . The exchange involves high-priorit y
materials and business categories (organic materials and the
agricultural industry), and has laid the groundwork for on-going
exchanges between the two companies . By incorporating the suga r
filtration by-product into soil amendment and fertilizer for the
agricultural market, this exchange also demonstrates that residu e
from industrial processes or municipal functions can find uses i n
other sectors .

In addition to the highlighted exchange, Triad E .R .I . has
continued utilizing the services of Ca1MAX SM to find material s
for their agricultural amendment management business . Tria d
estimates that over 52,000 tons of various organic residues have
been diverted from disposal in 1995 due to their use of Ca1MAX S M

Lastly,

	

a particularly positive, long-term effect of the exchange
will be realize d
which the material

by at least one community, as the land upo n
was previously monofilled by C&H is slated to

eventually be turned into a 1300 acre park operated by the Eas t
Bay Regional Park District .

VII . ATTACHMENT S

1 . Ca1MAXSM Match of the Catalog articl e
2 . Letter from Mr . Mike Daley of Triad E .R .I .
3 . CalMAXSM "Match of the Year" Scoreshee t
4 .

	

Inter-Divisional Review Form

VIII .

	

APPROVALS

Prepared by : Ken Decio Phone :255-262 5

Reviewed by : Jeff Hunts Phone :255-249 2

Reviewed by : William R.Orc Phone :255-249 0

Reviewed by : Dani

	

Gorfa nU Phone :255-2320
•

Legal review/Approval :	 N/A

	

Date/Time :	

•

If
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"A Sweet Deal"
by Ben Russel

l CALMAX Student Assistant

Finding new and imaginative uses for unwanted
materials is one of the things CALMAX is about
This is also *hat Triad E.R.L is about - usin g
unwanted organic wastes to help . farmers grow
healthier crops.

	

-

TriadE.R.L, ownedbyMikeDaley
(located in Modesto) is in . the
fertilizer/crop improvement
business, but not in the usual /
modern way. Mike tests an d
analyzes soil, cops and water fo r
farmers then determines what
nutrients axe needed and where
to find them. Instead of using
commercial fertilizers and soil
amendments, he uses mainl y
materials from such sources a s
leftover food and food by -
products . Examples of these materials are egg shells ,
mushroom waste, and ash from biomass plants, all
used as a soil'amendment.

Mike has found a way to tum normally unusabl e
trash into a valuable resource and business . Mike
also found another valuable resource . . .theCALMAX
catalog. He discovered CALMAX about two .years
ago when a friend gave him a catalog . In the ads for
available materials, he discovered a new source o f
organic wastes needed for his services . :

Fortunately for Sandy and Jean-Paul, the Integrated
Waste Management Board and CALMAX helped
them .fmd the perfect match to meet their challenge.
Their by-product turned out to be an excellent soi l
amendment and fertilizer - perfect for .Triad E.R.I .
Not only is Triad using all the material currently

: . produced, but they'll be able to
. Use all the material that's bee n

landfilled for the last 23 years! I t
turned out to be a money savin g
and environmentally profitable
deal for both parties . This match
was definitely win/win.

When Mike isn't working with
California's farmers, he's
working with children. One of
his neighbors, knowing hi s
expertise in composting and soil/

crop fertility, sought his knowledge for a schoo l
program he wanted to start Mike has been glad t o
help set .up a composting program for loca l
kindergartners, using food waste from the school .
He's showing little kids how to do what the bi g
people do . .Given his success with CALMAX, we're
sure Mike will spread (and we don't mean compost)
the news to the schools about the value of the
KidMAX program .

Helping business . save money, finding new ,
imaginative uses and markets for unwante d

Over on the coast, Sandy Stevens and Jean-Paul . materials, and helping conserve landfill space are
. Merle of C&H Sugar Company were trying to find some of the basic goals of the CALMAX program .
an answer to an on-going problem - what to do with The ongoing match between these two companie s
the residue from the sugar refining process . For the showcases many of the potential benefits of usin g
last 14 years, C&Hhas been landfilling this residue . CALMAX. Both Triad E .R.I. and C&H Suga r
The cost and increasing regulatory requirements of . Company know they've found a win-wi n
landfilling were taking some of the sweetness out of arrangement through CALMAX .'Congratulations!
the business. •

	

-
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Attachment 2

TRIAD ENERGY RESOURCES, INC .
NATURAL RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT

February 27,1996
Integrated Waste Mgt . Board
=MAX
Attn: Kevin Taylor
Fax: 916-255-4580

Dear Kevin :
This letter is in response to your request for infonsation on our success
using the CAIZR►X magazine. Please find below a list of some of our projects
that came as a result of the Classifieds .

#1.Spent Mushroom Ccmpost :
we have used approximately 30,000 tons of the waste in the past 18 months .
This was a direct result of contacting the listed person in the magazine .
#2.Spent Filter Media : We are currently working out arrangements to haul
the product on a regular basis .
#3.We have picked up used pallets from Companies listed in the magazine .
#4.We picked up and used Sawdust Fines as a result of an ad .
#5.We are working with a Coffee 0.mpeny to utilize their Coffee grounds .
#6 We have taken approximately 2,000 Tons of Horse Manure listed through
the Classifieds .
#7.We are presently working with two companies that have contacted us
through the Magazine to help develope homes for Restaurant food waste .
#8.We have helped many individual people with small waste prbleas by
giving them advise on what to do with their waste . These people call as
a result of our listing in the Magazine .
#9.We are presently moving product from C&H Sugar Company . We used approx.
20,000 tons of the 200,000 ton pile so far . It will take us two to three
years to use it all. This again was a result of C&H contacting us throug h
the Classifieds .

As you can see we have had great results by using the Classifieds . Each
issue that arrives, I read Dover to cover and high light the products that
we can use . Then I call and check than out. I feel the Classifieds have
increased our business by at least 25% or more in the last 18 months .

Maybe through programs like this more people will catch the vision of
Recycling .

Sincerely ,

Se4e,&I-4,
Mike Daley
President

4418 CARVER ROAD • MODESTO, CA 95356 • PHONE (209) 527.0607 . 800-278.7423 • FAX (209) 527-1279

TOTa. P .01
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Attachment 3

CALMAX "Match of the Year" Scoresheet

Match and material type

The following items are the criteria for scoring . Rate them
according to the following scale :

1.

	

Does not meet at al l

2.

	

Meets somewhat

3.

	

Meets criterion in average way

4. .More than meets criterion

5.

	

Exceeds criterion in an exemplary way

Does this Match :

Save landfill space? Number of tons 	

Cubic yards

Save money?

	

Disposal saving s

Procurrement savings	

Is it an ongoing exchange ?

Does it involve targeted material categories ?
(C&D, electronics, organics )

Does it ' involve CALMAX's target audience ?
(business, industry, institutions )

Does it implement the proper waste managemen t
hierarchy? (reduce, reuse, recycle )

Does this Match have strong public relations valu e
for CIWMB?

Does this Match have intangible value? (e .g . Help
those in society less fortunate? Huma n ,interest ?
Send "right message" about waste prevention ,
reuse, and recycling ?

Total :

	

Point s

•
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From :

Dorothy Rice

	

Contact:

	

Phone :

	

255-2185

	

Division :

	

EXC
x Clint Whitney

Dan Gorfain

	

Contact

	

Jeff Hunts

	

Phone :

	

255-2492

	

Division :

	

WPM

Subject 1995 CALMAX Match of the Yea

Actio n
needed:

Are there any soled waste faddy permitting or enforcement issues that would preclude Triad

	

Date action needed :

	

5/22/9 8
E.R .I. and CIH Sugar Company from being selected/approved as the 1995 CALMAX Mat h
of the Year?

Triad E .R.L has exchanged venous organic materials through CIWMB's CAIMAX program

	

These exchanges were featured In th e
Match of the Catalog of the Jury/August Issue of CALMAX, ntludng sugar residue exchanges with CIH Sugar Company . Each

i

Background year . one of the Match of the Catalog stories Is chosen Match of the Year by an ad hoc mmmrtlee of Board Advisors .

	

The
Information : exchange between Triad ERA and GM Sugar Company was tentatively selected as the 1995 Match of the Year .

	

Before plating
the 1995 CALMAX Match of the Year as an agenda item before the Local Assistance and Planning Committee In April, staff woul d
like to ensure that these exchanges are not in violation of CIWMB composting and tiered regulations .

Questions to be answered: [Please also Indicate the basis for the answer given . See examples on tack]

Are gam any businesses on the attached 9st that have a pennit/enforcemem action pending against then, have had permlWMorcemen t
action taken against them In the past, or are related In any way to a penn8gnglenforcement Issue? U so, please explain .

Other comments ?

Ara there any solid waste facility permitting or enforcement issues that would preclude Triad E .R.I. and CIH Sugar Company from bein g
seecredrapproved as the 1995 CALMAX Match of the Year?

	

Yes _No If yes, please explain .

~e- C'e trS2

Aprov .d:~~ / p ~lill(M/ *9b.°Mr
)

Aprovetl:

7'f~}y

cj

-

1 ( ~
"~9`~

Data :

ill ref ~

Aproved : /

	

a-- 9 } E Data :

-y2. vrh

•
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CALMAX Match of the Yea r

INFORMATION . FROM THE LEA BRANCH/BOB HOLMES :

I'm familiar with Triad Energy Resources, Inc . through their work
with a coal burning co-generation plant in Stockton . They broker
ash and other materials for use in agricultural applications . As
far as I know they are a reputable company .

The'sugar residue from C&H is a diatomaceous earth filte r
containing calcium phosphate .

It doesn't appear like there are any solid waste facilit y
= permitting or enforcement issues that would preclude Triad an d
C&H from being selected/approved as the 1995 CALMAX Match of th e
Year . This type,of activity, use of,processed materials as soi l
amendments, is fairly common in the ag . community (e .g ., sugar
beet lime, rice hulls, manures, cannery wastes) .

The sugar residue is not being composted, so the compostin g
regulations do not apply . Also, nothing of this nature i s
slotted or schedule to be slotted in the tiers so it does no t
violate the tiered regulations .

INFORMATION FROM THE PERMITS BRANCH/BEATRICE POROLI :

C&H Sugar Company had a disposal site in contra costa county u p
until Jan 1995 when The Department of Food and Agricultur e
classified the waste as a fertilizer .

	

The reclassification o f
the waste to a fertilizer material removed the site from th e
definition of a solid waste facility . Since the site is no
longer considered a solid waste facility, there are no longe r
permit issues associated with the site .

s
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

BOARD MEETING
April 24, 199 6

AGENDA ITEM %

ITEM : CONSIDERATION OF 1996 WASTE REDUCTION AWARDS PROGRA M
(WRAP) APPLICATION PACKAGE

I. SUMMARY

This item is before the Board for consideration of the 1996 WRA P
application .

WRAP was established in 1993 with approval by the Board . Sinc e
then, several new Board Members have been appointed . The purpose
of this item is to bring Members up to date on the status of th e
program and explain the modifications made to improve the WRA P
application for 1996 .

The 1996 WRAP contract has been awarded to the Local Governmen t
Commission (LGC), effective February 5, 1996, in the amount of
$45,119 .64 . This year, 1996, is the fourth year of WRAP . The
application has been revised according to suggestions by Boar d
staff, the contractor, and businesses, and to incorporate new
initiatives .

The application period for 1996 is June 1, through July 31, 1996 .
Applications will be evaluated and scored, and a . list o f
qualified applicants will be presented to Committee and the Boar d
for final approval .

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

In previous years, the revised WRAP application has not bee n
heard before the Committee or the Board, and no action has ye t
been taken on this item this year .

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

Board Members may decide to :

1. Approve the WRAP application, as revised by staff an d
the contractor for 1996 award cycle ;

2. Direct staff to make specific adjustments to the 199 6
WRAP application, or ;

10
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Direct staff to work with Advisors on specific areas o f
the WRAP application .

IV. COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIO N

As of the date this item went to print, the Local Assistance an d
Planning Committee had not made a recommendation or decision on
this item .

V. ANALYSI S

Background
WRAP is an annual program that recognizes California businesse s
that have made outstanding efforts to reduce nonhazardous wast e
and send less garbage to landfills . Practices evaluated include
waste prevention, materials reuse, recycling, recycled produc t
procurement, and employee education . Successful applicant s
receive an award certificate from Board along with the rights to
use the WRAP logo on products, advertising and promotiona l
materials .

Any and all California businesses that have taken effectiv e
measures to reduce the amount of waste they generate may apply .
Applicants do not compete by type or size of business, but ar e
judged based on their individual merit . Local governments, by
spreading the word about WRAP to businesses in their communities ,
are crucial to the success of WRAP .

Each year the WRAP application has been revised and the question s
refined in order to determine if the applicants have programs in
place which observe the waste reduction standards established b y
the program .

Based on suggestions by Board staff, the contractor (please se e
attached 1995 WRAP Final Report), local government and selected
WRAP participating businesses, the 1996 application has bee n
revised and accommodations made for certain new initiatives .

Improvement s
Revisions to the previous years application suggested by Boar d
staff include :

n

	

Asking applicants for standard industrial classificatio n
codes (SIC) . This information will allow for furthe r
processing of the data gathered through the application, an d
increase staff's knowledge of waste reduction efforts b y
industry type ; •
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n Asking for the three main components of an applicant's wast e
and a quantification of diversion activities . This
information will allow staff to better analyze the relative
significance of various waste reduction efforts ;

n Asking about additional waste prevention activities beyon d
examples listed in the application . This is primarily fo r
staff's edification on what other types of activitie s
businesses can pursue to reduce waste ;

n Asking if the applicant has participated in, or want s
information about, other Board programs such as CALMAX ,
the Waste Prevention Information Exchange, RMDZ's, Buy
Recycled Program, etc . This will help staff understand the
visibility and usefulness of existing outreach programs, a s
well as provide candidates for future, targeted outreach
efforts ;

n Better accommodating chain stores or large multi-outle t
retailers . This will allow more multi-outlet stores, suc h
as Target did in 1995, apply in relative unison, minimizin g
unnecessary paperwork in the process, and ;

• Clarifying the green waste/food waste reduction questions .
Staff found that past years' questions about green waste s
and food wastes were especially confusing, and tha t
applicants either could not understand or adequately answe r
those questions as written . In some cases, businesses were
"penalized" even when'a question did not appropriately appl y
to them .

Changes suggested by the contractor, beyond those covered above ,
include :

n Bolding or highlighting those application questions that are
inclined to be overlooked, and ;

n Clarifying employee incentive and education questions ,
tailoring the intent to businesses of certain size .

The principle modification suggested by businesses who hav e
participated in WRAP in the past was a clarification of the gree n
waste/food waste reduction portions of the application .
Furthermore, any revisions to the WRAP application took into
consideration the concerns of staff, the contractor, loca l
government and businesses that the application not be s o
cumbersome and intimidating that potential applicants would bal k
at completing it .

•
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New Initiatives
New initiatives in 1996 include "WRAP of the Year" and increased
use of electronic media . The 1996 WRAP contract was augmented by
$4600 .00 to initiate the WRAP of the Year Award Program and t o
provide for additional use of electronic technologies to put WRA P
on the Board's web page . ,

Implementation of the 1996 WRAP of the Year Award Program wil l
include :

n development of winner selection criteria ;

n further evaluation of WRAP applications for ranking ;

• development of a candidate pool, selecting a . number from
each of the five top industry types represented by the
applicants (e .g . - in 1995, those were retail outlets ,
manufacturers, food & beverage, printers, and wineries) an d
possibly one "at large" winner ;

n selection of proposed winners, and ;

n development of a special placard/award certificate and
conducting the appropriate media promotion .

Electronic enhancements for 1996 include posting the WRAP
application and other promotional items on the Board's web page ,
as well as the development and availability of the 1996 WRAP
application on diskette (MAC and PC) .

Timeline
The timeline for the application and WRAP winner selection is :

n

n

n Receive completed applications, June 1 through July 31 ,
1996 ;

n Score applications by August 31, 1996 ;

n P & E review of potential winner applications by August 31 ,
1996 ;

n Winner list considered by LAPC and the Board at the
September 1996, meetings ;

n Applications evaluated for WRAP of the Year Winners by
September 30, 1996, and ;

Program promotion, April 15 through July 31, 1996 ;

Revise and print 1996 applications by May 24, 1996 ;

•
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WRAP of Year Award winner list approved by LAPC at the
October 1996 meeting .

Outlook
Board staff expects the WRAP program to continue growing . I n
1995 there were 305 WRAP winners, bringing the total number o f
winners to 737 since the program's inception in 1993 . In 199 6
WRAP is better coordinating the "look" of the application ,
promotional flyer, etc ., to give a more polished, professional ,
business-like look, and to increase business participation . WRAP
has established a 1996 goal of a 30% return rate on applications ,
with representation from each county .

WRAP is committed to co-promoting the program through th e
following Board business waste reduction programs : Ca1MAX, Waste
Prevention Information Exchange, Business Waste Reduction
Education Assistance, Pilot Waste Reduction Program, State &
Local Government Partnership, Grasscycling Partnership, Buy
Recycled, RTEAM, RMDZ's, etc ., by advertising other Board
business assistance programs in WRAP promotional materials .

® WRAP is marketed externally through promotion by local governmen t
recycling coordinators, trade associations, chambers of commerce ,
recyclers and waste haulers, environmental groups and others, and
through the distribution of flyers, letters solicitin g
promotional support, follow-up telephone calls, press releases ,
and articles in a variety of publications . Particular effort s
are made to target trade association newsletter editors, multiple
divisions of large corporations, chambers of commerce that hav e
not participated in WRAP on the past, and business journals .

Already, WRAP's limited presence on the Board's world wide we b
page (within Waste Prevention World) is generating new request s
for information and applications . Additionally, staff ha s
received numerous telephone requests for 1996 WRAP application s
from businesses which have heard about WRAP from the busines s
community, local government, newspaper articles, etc .

VII . ATTACHMENTS

1. WRAP 1995 Final Report (Boardmember and Executive
packets only . For additional copies, please contac t
Linda Hennessy at (916) 255-2497 . )

2. Draft WRAP 1996 Application (Available after April 11 ,
1996 . Boardmember and Executive packets only. For
additional copies, please contact Linda Hennessy a t
(916) 255-2497 . )•
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VIII . APPROVAL S

Prepared by :	 Linda Hennessy

Reviewed by :	 Jeff Hunts	 3
c ,`
	 J

Reviewed by :	 WilJ„iam	 . Orr	 ~'<~

Reviewed by .uie1 Gorfain

Legal review/Approval :	 N/A

	

Phone :255-2497	

	

Phone :255-2492	

	

Phone :255-2490	

	

Phone :255-2320

Date/Time :	

•

•
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

BOARD MEETING

APRIL 24, 199 6

AGENDA ITEM 39

ITEM :

	

Consideration of Adoption of Emergency Regulations for
Consolidation of the Annual Report Requirements ,
14 CCR, Sections 18794 .0 - 18794 . 7

I. SUMMARY

Existing regulations require jurisdictions to submit Annua l
Reports to the California Integrated Waste Management Boar d
(Board) on August 1 of each year following Board approval o f
their planning documents, and each year thereafter . Annua l
Reports will inform the Board of a jurisdiction's progress toward
achieving the mandated waste reduction goals identified in Publi c
Resources Code (PRC) Section 41780 .

The Annual Reporting requirements are currently located in fiv e
Articles in the Regulations, which makes the preparation o f
Annual Reports a difficult task for jurisdictions . To simplif y
the process, Board staff are proposing revisions that wil l
clarify and streamline the regulations, and will place all Annua l
Reporting requirements into one Article ._ The proposed revisions
will also consolidate the Annual Reports currently required fo r
each planning document into one Annual Report .

To allow jurisdictions lead time for preparing their reports ,
Board staff are , proposing the revisions as emergency regulations ,
so that in early May jurisdictions will have the guidance the y
need to prepare and submit complete Annual Reports by th e
August 1 due date .

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

This Board Agenda Item was sent to print before the Loca l
Assistance and Planning Committee's (LAPC) April 15, 199 6
meeting, so no Committee action report was available . Staff will
update the Board on the LAPC's action at the April Board meeting .

III. ACTION BEFORE THE BOARD

The Board may :

1 .

	

Adopt the proposed emergency regulations, and direct staf f
to file them with the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) a t
the earliest possible date .

Ito
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Direct staff not to pursue emergency regulations .

IV. STAFF eRECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends the Board adopt Option 1 .

V. ANALYSI S

Regulations currently require California jurisdictions to submi t
an Annual Report for their Source Reduction and Recycling
Elements (SRRES), Household Hazardous Waste Elements (HHWEs) ,
Nondisposal Facility Elements (NDFEs), and Board-approve d
Petitions for Reduction of the diversion goals . In addition ,
each county or regional agency must also submit an Annual Repor t
on its Siting Element and Summary Plan . Since November, 1995 ,
when the Board adopted and OAL approved emergency regulations ,
all Annual Reports are now due to the Board on August 1 of th e
year following Board approval of the respective planning
document, and every year thereafter .

The Annual Reporting requirements are currently located in fiv e
Articles of Title 14, California Code of Regulations (14 CCR) .
Article 6 .1, Section 18726 .1 discusses how a jurisdiction is t o
calculate its maximum disposal allowable, as part of its goa l
achievement calculations . Article 7 .0, Sections 18771 and 1877 5
discuss contents of Annual Reports, and Annual Reportin g
requirements for petitions for reduction . Article 8 .0, Section
18787 discusses Annual Reporting requirements for Siting Element s
and Summary Plans . Article 9 .0, Section 18813, and Article 9 .3 ,
Section 18831 discuss the Annual Reporting requirements for
disposal reporting, and the adjustment method . It would hel p
jurisdictions preparing their Annual Reports if all Annual
Reporting requirements were placed into one Article .

Annual Reports will notify the Board of jurisdictions that are
meeting the goals and implementing diversion programs . The
reports will also notify the Board of jurisdictions having
trouble meeting the goal, and/or meeting obstacles t o
implementing selected diversion programs . Board staff will b e
working with these jurisdictions to help them come int o
compliance . It is therefore imperative that these reports are a s
accurate and complete as possible, so Board staff can assis t
those jurisdictions that need help in meeting the mandated goals .

The proposed regulations are organized in such a manner that th e
preparer of an Annual Report may go step-by-step through th e
requirements . The regulations closely follow the organization o f
the Model Annual Report (Model) that was distributed to al l

'7
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jurisdictions this March . The Model has been well-received by
jurisdictions .

The proposed revisions would modify existing regulations b y
simplifying the language of the existing requirements, placin g
all annual reporting requirements into one Article, and requirin g
a single Annual Report from each jurisdiction . A copy of the
proposed regulations is attached :

Board staff are proposing the revisions as emergency regulations ,
so that in early May

	

r :sd ; cticns will have the guidance the y
need to prepare and submit

	

_ete .:nual Reports by the August
1 due date . If adopted by the Board, the proposed emergency
regulations and justification for their emergency status must b e
submitted to OAL for their review and approval before suc h
changes become effective . OAL has 10 days to review and approv e
emergency regulations .

Upon approval by the LAPC on April 15, 1996, Board staff wil l
concurrently start the regular rulemaking process for non -
emergency regulations to make the proposed revisions permanent .
The non-emergency regulations were a separate agenda item on th e
LAPC's April agenda .

Attachment

1. Resolution No . 96-16 7
2. Article 9 .0 - Proposed Emergency Annual Report Regulation s

•

Prepared by :

Reviewed by :

Reviewed by :

Reviewed by :

Catherine Cardozo

	

( Phone : 255-239 6

John Nuffer

	

z Phone : 255-236 8

Pat Schiavo

	

v,K" ) Phone : 255-265 6

Lorraine Van Kekerix~

`'

Phone : 255-2670

	 Phone
:
:( 255-237 6

Date/time :	 TP2b'
Reviewed by :	 Judith J . Friedman

Legal Review :

I%



CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOAR D
RESOLUTION NO . 96-16 7

April 24, 199 6

CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF EMERGENCY REGULATIONS FO R
CONSOLIDATION OF THE ANNUAL REPORT REQUIREMENTS, 14 CCR, SECTIONS
18794 .0 - 18794 . 7

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code Section 40502 requires the Boar d
to adopt regulations to carry out the mandates of solid wast e
management ; and

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code Section 41821(f) require s
jurisdictions with approved Source Reduction and Recycling
Elements, Household Hazardous Waste Elements, Non-disposal
Facility Elements, County or Regional Siting Elements, and
Summary Plans to annually report to the Board their progress i n
reducing solid waste, as required by Section 41780 ; and

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code Section 41787 allows rura l
jurisdictions to petition the Board for a reduction in diversio n
goals, and Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section
18775(d) requires jurisdictions that have been granted such a

®

	

petition to report annually to the Board on the need to continu e
that reduction ; and

WHEREAS, local jurisdictions are now required to submit an Annua l
Report for each of their planning documents that were approved by
the Board prior to January 1, 1996, by August 1, 1996 ; and

WHEREAS, consolidating the multiple Annual Reports into on e
Annual Report would streamline the process of preparing an Annua l
Report for jurisdictions, and the review process for Board staff ;
and

WHEREAS, the existing annual reporting regulations are located i n
five Articles in Title 14, California Code of Regulations, whic h
will make preparation of a complete Annual Report a difficul t
task for local jurisdictions ; and

WHEREAS, locating all annual reporting requirements in on e
Article will simplify the process of preparing Annual Reports for
jurisdictions, and will help ensure the information provided is
clear and complete ; and

WHEREAS, receiving incomplete Annual Reports could prohibit Board
staff from identifying those jurisdictions in need of assistanc e
in meeting the goals ; and

• WHEREAS, clear, complete, and accurate information from the

\q



WHEREAS, clear, complete,'and accurate information from the
Annual Reports and feedback from the Board are necessary to allo w
jurisdictions to make critical adjustments to their programs, o r
implement contingency programs in order to meet diversion goals .

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby finds the -
proposed emergency regulatory revisions are necessary for th e
immediate preservation of the public peace, health and safety o r
general welfare .

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ALSO RESOLVED, that the Board hereby adopt s
the proposed emergency regulations for consolidation of Annua l
Report requirements on diversion progress (14 CCR Section s
18794 .0 - 18794 .6), and directs staff to submit the propose d
regulations and justification for the emergency status of th e
regulations to the Office of Administrative Law .

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrate d
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing i s
a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularl y
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Wast e
Management Board held on April 24, 1996 .

Dated :

Ralph E . Chandler
Executive Director

•

•
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TEXT OF REGULATIONS :

California Code of Regulation s

Title 14 .

	

Natural Resources .

Division 7 .

	

California Integrated Waste Management Board .

Chapter 9 .

	

Planning Guidelines and Procedures for Preparing
and Revising Countywide or Regional Integrated
Waste Management Plans .

Article 9 .0

		

Annual Report Regulation s

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Section

18794 .0

	

General Requirements and Due Dare s

®
18794 .1

	

Goal Achievement falr.nlarion s

18794 .2

	

Pepnrting Requirements for Calculation s

18794 .1

	

SRRR/NDFR and HHWR Tmplementatin n

18794 .4

	

Siting Element and Summary Plan Statu s

18794 .5

	

Status of Clualifying Conditions for Board-app roved
petitions for Reduction

18794 .6

	

Addressing an Area-of-Cnnr.ern, or Conditionall y
Approved Planning Document s

•

	

KSOIA c:\carp\arrege6 .doc 4:5/96
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Section 18794 .0 : General Requirement s

(a)	 Each jurisdiction shall suhm i - an annua ; report tha t
discusses the progress ac h ieved •	 implement' g the program s
and/or facilities described in a. . . .r isdictiot's Plannin g
Documents . Planning Do uments inc +,tie the c ^ ,+rce Reduction e d
Recycling Flement	 (,SRRF) . Househo l d Hazardoi't Waste Element
(HHWR), Nondisposal Faril i ;y Eleme-t (NDFF),	 Siting Element	 (SF) .
Summary Plan, or Petition for Reduction .

(h)	 The annual report shall also discuss th e progressd
jurisdiction has made in achievinc the di spos alreduction goal s
required by Public- Resources rode (PRC) sect = nn41780 .

(r)	 A jurisdiction includes a City . County, City and County . or
Regional Agency . as defined in Section18801 .

(d) The annual report will serve as a basis for determining i f
any of the Planning Documents need to he rev i sed to reflect new
or changed local and regional solid waste ma nagement programs ,
facilities, and other conditions, as well as to determin e
comnliance with the mandated dispo s al reducr i on goals :

(e)	 Jurisdictions shall submit the annual report as fol l ows :

(1)	 Jurisdictions with P1anrn,g Docume--s approved n r
conditionally approved prier to January1,1996.shal l
snhmir their first annual report on theseapproveddocument s
by August1,	 1996 .

(2)	 Jurisdictions that did not have any p lanning Document s
approved or conditionally app roved prio r to January1,199 6
Shall submit their first annual report by August1of the
year following Roard-approval of a P l anning Document .

(3)	 Jun i sdi rt i ons shall submi r subsequent annual report s
every August1thereafter, that address all of ,a

iurisdicrinn's Plann i ng Documents that have been anorove.d by
the Board either during. orp r ior to, the previous calenda r
year . '

(f) Jurisdictions shall submit th ree copiesof the annual ,
report .

NSOZ.a c :\recp\arregs6 .doc 4/15/96
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Note : Authority cited : Section 40502, Public Resources Code .
Reference : Sections 40050, 40051, 40052, 40901, 41000, 41300 ,

•

	

41500, 41510, 41700, 41750, 41750 .1, 41751, 41780, 41801 .5 and
41821, Public Resources Code .

Section 18794 .1 : Goal Achievement Calculation s

(a)	 A jurisdiction's annual report shall include th e
calcu l ations described in this Section to measure achievement o f
the disposal reduction rern)irements of PRC section 41780 .	 The
diagram below shows the sequence of the calculations .

MEASURING GOAL ACHIEVEMENT

Step4

Compare maximum
allowable disposal to
reporting year disposal .
Goal is met if maximu m
Is greater than or equa l
to corrected reportin g
year disposal .

Step 1

	

Step2

	

Step3

Where

	

r is normally 0 .75 for years 1995 to 1999 . and 0 .50 for year 2000, unless a
jurisdiction has a Board-approved waste reduction goal .

(b)	 Step1 .	 A jurisdiction shall first adjust its Board -
approved base-year generation amount, as required in Section
18797 .3 .	 This adjustment yields the estimated reporting yea r
generation amoun t

HSOtA c :\temp\arregs6 .dac a/15/96

L _
Maximum

	

Measured Reporting
Allowable

	

Year Disposa l
Disposal

	

Minus Allowe d
Deduction s

C
O.e

a )
C
a )
.0

Base-Year

Generation

—
Estimate d
Reporting

Year Disposa l

I

	

I
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(c)	 Step2 .	 Ajurisdiction shall next calculate its maximum .
allowable disposal tonnage, as follows :

(1) A jurisdiction without a Boa rd-approved_petition fo r
reduction in the goal shall multiply its estimate d
reporting year generation amount by0 .75	 (75%)	 for the
years1995through1999 .and by0 .50	 (50%)	 for the year
2000 .

(2) A jurisdiction with a Board-approved petition fo r
reduction in the goal . except for a jurisdiction tha t
is a region as described in subdivision (1) below .
shall	 multiply its estimated reporting year generatio n
amount by the difference between 100% and the reduce d
goal .	 For example,	 if the reduced goal for1995i s
15x,then the estimated reporting year generatio n
amount would he multiplied by85*(100% - 15%= 85%) .

11) Aregi on that has ar least one member agency that hasa
Board-approved petition for reduction in the goal, hu t
does not have a reduced goal for the region as a whole ,
Shall calculate its maximum allowable disposal a s
specified in PRC Section41787 .2 .

(d)	 Step8 .	 Ajurisdiction shall next deduct any tonnages fro m
the reporting year disposal tonnages calculated pursuant t o
Section18811which it is authorized ro subtract because :

I)	 it meets the criteria in PRC Section41782for claiming
Areduction in its disposal tonnage because of a regiona l
diversion facility, or regional medical waste treatmen t
facility :	 and/o r

2)ir has disposed of solid waste at facilities in excess o f
permitted tonnages oursuant to one or more Emergency Waivers
of Standards that were granted in accordance with emergenc y
or permanent regulations in effect during the reportin g
year .

These deductions yield the corrected reporting year disposa l
tonnages .

(e)	 Step4 .	 Ajurisdiction shall then compare its maximu m
allowable di yosal tonnage (from Step2)to its corrected
reportingyeardisposal tonnage (from Step I) .	 Thegoal has been
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met if the maximum allowable disposal tonnage is greater than o r
equal to the corrected reporting year disposal tonnage .

• NOTE : Authority cited :	 Section40502 .Public Resources Code .
Reference :	 Secrions41780 .	 41780 .1,	 41780 .2 .	 41781 ,
1787 .7 .41821,	 4 1 871 .5 .	 and41850 .	 Public Resources Code .

Section 18794 .2 :	 Reporting Requirements for Calculation s

(a ) Jurisdictions who were incorporated prior to January 1, 199 5
and who submit their first annual report in 1997or later .	 Shal l
include their disposal reduction calculations for1995,in
addition to their disposal reduction calculations'fur the curren t
reporting year .

(h)	 The information used for calculating the adjustment i n
Section18794 .1	 (b) above . shall he included in a jurisdiction' s
annual report to the Board . .

(c.)	 Tf a jurisdiction is a member of a Regional Agency . thend
Single combined report of the information shall be made for al l
the members of the Regional Agency .

(d)	 The annual report shall include the information listed belo w
for the calculated adjustment :

1L

	

Name of all jurisdictions included in the repor t

at

	

For the jurisdiction's base-year :
(A)	 base-yea r

(R)	 population factor number and data source use d
(C)	 employment factor number and data source use d
()l ) uncorrected taxable sales factor number and dat a

Source used
(F)	 consumer price index number and data source use d
(F)	 residential generation tonnage amoun t
(G)	 non-residential generation tonnage amount .

al

	

For the jurisdiction's reporting-year :
(A)	 reporting-year
(R)	 population factor number and data source use d
(C) employment factor number ant9 data source use d
(D) uncorrected taxable sales factor number and dat a

$oi1rrP use d
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(E) consumer price index factor number and data sourc e
used

(F) a ropy of all interim calculations used to reac h
the adjusted base-year tonnage amoun t

(C; ) estimated reporting-year generation as calculated
using the equations in Section18830 .

(e)	 Tn addition to the information required by this Section .a
jurisdiction may also submit in its annual report any othe r
information it wishes the Board to consider relating to the base-
vear waste generation tonna ge amounts . adjustment factors, or
calculations .	 The additional	 information may includea
discussion of why the adjustment method as described in Section
18797 .1may not fully represent a jurisdiction's loca l
conditions . and what additional adjustments would be needed .

(f)	 Tf a jurisdiction made an adjustment in its reporting yea r
disposal tonnages because of a regional medical waste treatmen t
facility or regional diversion facility located within it s
borders . it shall provide the Board with documentation
demonstrating it meets the criteria specified in PRC Sectio n
41782for making such an adjustment .

•(g)	 Tf a jurisdiction made an adjustment in its reporting yea r
disposal tonnages because of a disaster . it shall provide the
Board with documentation demonstrating that the adjustment wa s
made pursuant to one or more Emergency Waivers of Standards tha t
were granted in accordance with emergency or permanent
regulations in effect during the reporting year . and that the
tonnages claimed are consistent with the additional tonnage s
reported to the local county agency by the facilities subject ro
the Emergency Waivers . .

(h)	 A jurisdiction may also provide additional information
related to the tons of waste disposed in California including
"host-assigned" waste as described in Sections18809 .	 18810 .	 and
18811 .or exported from Cal i fornia . The jurisdiction shal l
describe how this additional information was obtained .

(i)	 Tf a jurisdiction's calculations as described in Sectio n
18794 .1above, show its disposal reduction goal has not been met .
then a jurisdiction shall discuss in its annual report wha t
possible problems may have prevented it from reaching i_ts goal .

problems may include . but are not limited to :
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1)has p -yea	 inaccuracies :

2)	 disposal reporting problems :
•

	

1) changes in a jurisdiction's waste stream beyond th e
jurisdiction's control : or

4) changes in the overall waste management system that ma y
hinder achievement of the disposal reduction goals .

NOTE :	 Authority cited :	 Section 40502 .	 Public-Resources Code .
Reference :	 Sections 41821 and 41871 .5 .	 Public Resourceslode .

Section 18794 .3 SRREJNDFE and HHWE Implementation

(a)	 RRRE/NPFE Annual Report Requirements .	 Each jurisdiction
shall mnnitnr its reduction of solid waste and summarise in the
annual report its progress toward achieving the mandated disposa l
reduction goals identified in PRr section 41780 .	 The information
nrnvided will serve as a basis for determining whether a revisio n
of a ' SRRE is needed .	 The SRRE/WDFE section of the annual repor t
shall address at least the following :

(1)	 Tmplementation status of selected programs ;

(2) An explanation why any selected programs were no t
implemented :

('i)	 Contingency _programs or other measures that have been :
or will be implemented to help achieve the disposal ,
reduction goals :

(4) Changesto selected programs .i mp l ementation schedules .
or funding sources ;

(5) Efforts made to inform the public of selected program s
and facilities, and to increase public participation :

(6) Any other harriers that may prevent achievement of the
di Dnsal reduction goals ;

7) Any changes to existing or planned new nondi•sposa l
facilities used by the jurisdiction ;

•
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(A)	 If a jurisdiction's calculations show its disposa l
reduction goal has not been met . then a inrisdiction may
include an expanded discussion on items1through 7 above :

(9) Quantities and types of waste diverted through recycling
and compostirLg ,programs directly funded or operated by th e
jurisdictioni ncluding . but not limited to . contracts or
f ranchises :

(10)	 Tf a jurisdiction funds or operates a program throug h
contracts or franchises and the agreement does not contai n
procrram monitoring and reporting requirements providing th e
information required by (9) above, the jurisdiction ma y
include this information at the time of the contract o r
franchise agreement renewal – or at the jurisdiction's fiv e
year revision, whichever comes first ;

11) The adequacy of, or the need to revise, the Solid Wast e
Generation Study or any other Component of the SERF : and -

12)	 Tf a jurisdiction determines-that a revision of the SRR s
is necessary, the annual report shall contain a timetabl e
for making the necessary revisions .

(h) HHWE Annual Report Requirements .	 Each jurisdiction shal l
summarize in the annua l report its progress towa rdreduc i ng or
eliminating household hazardous waste (HHW) .	 The information
provided will serve as . a basis for determining whether a revisio n
o f a HHWE isneeded . TheHHWEsection in the annual report shal l
address at least the following :

(1)	 Implementation status of selected programs ;

(2) An explanation why any selected programs were no t
implemented :

(3) An explanation why any programs that were implemente d
did not achieve expected reduction of HHW ;

(4)	 Contingency programs or measures that have been or wil l
be implemented to increase efforts or effectiveness i n
achieving reduction or elimination ofHHW :

(S)Changes to selected programs . implementation schedules .
or funding sources :

HSC :A c :4rav6i\arrags6 .doc 6/15/96
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(9)	 z' fforts made to inform the public of HHW co 1

	

ion

•

	

events or fac i lities ;

(7) Any harriers that may prevent the reduction or
elimination of HHW :

(A) The adequacy of . or the need to revise, the HHWR : and

(9)	 Tf a jurisdiction determines that a revision of the HHW F
is necessary . the annual report shall contain a timetabl e
for making the necessary revisions .

NOTE : Authority Cited : Section 40502 . Public Resources Code .
Reference : Sections 40901 .	 40971 .	 41000 .	 41012 .	 41011 .
4130.0 .41500 .	 41510 .	 41780 .	 41787 .	 41787 .1 .	 41787 .2 .	 41802 .	 41821 . ,
public Resources (lode .

Section 18794 .4 :	 Siting Element and Summary Plan Status

(a) 'Each county or regional agency shall include in its annual
report a discussion on the status of its Siting Element and
Summary P l an .	 The information provided shall serve as a basi s
or determining ifthe Siting Element and/or Summary Plan shoul d

be revised .

(h) The Siring Element section in the annual report shall addres s
arleast the following :

(1) Whether the county or regional agency has maintained, or
has a strategy which provides for the maintenance of . 1 5
years of disposal rapacity :

(2) The adequacy of . or the need to revise, the Sitin g
Element : and

3)	 If a jurisdiction determines that a revision of th e
$icing Element is necessary . the annual report shall contai n
a timetable formakingthe necessary revisions .

(c) The Summary Plan section in the annual report shall addres s
at least the following :

•
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(1) Anv changes in the financina of countywide or regiona l
proarAms and/or facilities and whythesechangesoccurred ;

(2) Whether new cities within the county or regional agenc y
have incorporated since the adoption of the Summary Plan .

For each new city . the city's name . date of incorporat i on .
and population at time of incorporation shall he provided :

and

	

3)	 7fa jurisdiction determines that a revision of th e
Summary Plan is necessary . the annual report shall contain a
timetable for making the necessary revisions .

NOTE :	 Authority :	 Section 40507 .	 Public Resources Code .
Reference :	 Sections 40051 .	 40052 .	 41701 .	 40709 .	 41721 .	 41771 .5 .

	

4.1751 .	 41770 . and 41871 .	 Public Resources Code .

Section 18794 .5 : Status of OualifyingConditionsfor Board -

approved Petitions for Reductio n

(a)	 Jurisdictions with a Board-approved petition for reductio n
shall address the following in their annual reports :

(1)	 Whether the jurisdiction still qualifies to Petitio n

for the reduction pursuant to Section 18774(a) :

(2)	 Whether the reduction is still needed . based on the

Board-approved petition and items addressed in Section

18775(c) .

(b) The Board may . upon review of the annual report . find that a.

revision or revocation of the reduction is necessary .	 The Board

shall present any such findings at a public hearing .

NOTR : Authority cited : Section 40507 . Puhlir Resources rode .

Reference : Sections 41787 . 40971. 41787 .1 .	 41807 and 41821 Publi c

Resources Code .

Section 18794 .6	 Addressing an Area-of-Concern, or Conditionally
ApprovedPlanningDocuments

10
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(a)	 Reporting Requirements fnr Areas-of-Concern .	 Each
ju risdiction w i th a Planning Document fnr which the Board
identified an area-of-concern at the rime it was approved o r
conditionally-approved . may address the concert in its annua l
= port . Once the concern has been adequately addressed by th e

:rl .sdlrtlnn,	 it no longer needs to he add ressed in stlbsequer r
annual reports .	 Tf a jurisdiction does not adequately address a n
a rea of concern in the annual report, the Board may consider i t
du r ing its biennial review n11rsuant to PRC section41895 .

(h) Reporting Requirements fnr Conditional Approvals .	 Each
Ju r isdiction with aPlanningDocument that was conditionall y

apb~ rnved ~y the Board, shall discuss how it has met th e
conditions in its annual rennrt .	 The conditions are listed irl
the Resolution in which the Board conditionallyapprovedthe
planning document .	 The Resolution is attached to the .
Notification letter sent to a jurisdiction pursuant to PRC
Section41810,	 Once the conditions have been aderntatel y
addressed, they no longer need to be addressed in subsequent
annual reports .

NOTE : Authority cited :	 Section40502 .	 Public Resources Code .
Reference : Sections41801 .S .	 41802 .	 41810 .	 and41821 .	 Publi c
Resources Code .
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California Integrated Waste Management Boar d

Board Meeting
April 24, 199 6

AGENDA ITEM 40

ITEM :

	

Consideration of Options for Granting Petitions for Reductions for .
1995 to Jurisdictions Which Do Not Have Board Approved Sourc e
Reduction and Recycling Element s

I. SUMMARY

How should the Board handle requests for retroactive reductions in the
short-term (1995) diversion requirements that are submitted by
jurisdictions which do not have a Board approved Source Reduction an d
Recycling Element ?

The Board has granted reductions in the short-term (1990-1995 )
planning and 25% diversion requirements to seven counties and sixteen
cities . These jurisdictions each submitted a Petition for Reduction
(PFR) to the Board requesting the reduction and justifying why the y
were unable to meet the 25% goal . Board staff reviewed eac h
jurisdiction's PFR and subsequently presented it to the Board with a
recommendation . Reductions were granted only to rural jurisdiction s
that met the criteria established by the Board in Title 14, Californi a
Code of Regulations (14 CCR) § 18775 .

Board staff recently received three PFRs of the 25% goal b y
jurisdictions which do not have Board approved Source Reduction an d
Recycling Elements (SRREs) . Other jurisdictions have indicated they
will also soon submit such PFRs .

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

The Local Assistance and Planning Committee voted to approve staf f
recommendation to consider Options 3 and 4 when determining whether to
grant retroactive Petitions for Reductions to jurisdictions which do
not have Board approved SRREs .

III. OPTIONS FOR THE COMMITTEE

Board staff, in conjunction with staff counsel, have developed four
scenarios which the Board may choose to consider in determining
whether to grant short-term reductions, particularly since the short -
term period is over . They are as follows :

(1) Grant a retroactive reduction in the short-term diversion
requirements to qualifying jurisdictions who meet the
recommended criteria when the PFRs are submitted by th e
jurisdiction .

(2) Grant a retroactive reduction in the short-term diversio n
requirements ; however, wait until the 1995 disposa l
reporting data is available and the jurisdiction calculates
whether it has achieved the disposal reduction goal . After
reviewing this calculation, determine whether a reduction i s
necessary and if so, grant the . reduction to qualifying•
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jurisdictions who meet the recommended criteria .

(3) Deny the PFR for the short-term diversion. requirements . The
short-term period is over and the jurisdiction cannot chang e
what was implemented in the short-term to meet the 199 5
goal . Board staff can review the jurisdiction's 199 5
disposal reduction calculations . If after reviewing thi s
data and concluding that the jurisdiction has not met th e
25% goal, Board staff could perform an analysis to determin e
whether the jurisdiction, given its rural circumstances, me t
the criteria set forth in the CIWMP Enforcement Policy -
Failure to Implement a SRRE for making a good faith effor t
to meet the 25% goal .

This analysis would take into consideration whether th e
jurisdiction implemented all feasible programs to meet th e
goal, given its rural circumstances (economy, population ,
waste generation, and other factors affecting a rura l
jurisdiction's ability to meet the goals) . Board staff may
use criteria similar to that as outlined in the Board' s
Policy for Granting Reductions in the 503 Diversion
Requirement . This criteria was designed to determine a s
nearly as possible whether a jurisdiction can meet the 50 %
diversion requirement and whether it has made a good fait h
effort to do so .

This analysis would also differentiate between thos e
jurisdictions requesting a reduction due to rura l
conditions, or due to other factors which are not specifi c
to rural jurisdictions .(i .e ., disposal reporting data, base -
year inaccuracies) .

(4) Consider issuing a 2 year extension in meeting the disposa l
reduction goal as allowed by PRC § 41787 .4 . The Board may
grant a two year time extension from the diversio n
requirements to rural jurisdictions if specific condition s
are met . One of these conditions requires the Board t o
adopt written findings that adverse market or economi c
conditions beyond the control of the rural jurisdictio n
prevent the jurisdiction from meeting the diversio n
requirements . However, the Board has not yet determined
what qualifies as adverse market or economic conditions .
This determination would require analysis of material s
marketing and the economics of recycling in the variou s
rural areas of the State .

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommend that the Board consider scenarios three and fou r
identified above in determining whether to grant any retroactiv e
reductions in the short-term diversion requirements to jurisdiction s
which do not have Board approved SRRE .

•

•
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V. ANALYSI S

Statutory and Requlatory Requirements for PFR s

PRC § 41780 requires each city and county to divert 25% of its soli d
waste from disposal by 1995 and 50% of its solid waste from disposa l
by the year 2000 through waste prevention, recycling and composting .
PRC § 41782 allowed exceptions to be made to this mandate unde r
specified circumstances for rural jurisdictions .

AB 688 (Sher), effective January 1, 1995, repealed PRC § 41782 an d
added_PRC § 41787 . This new section specified additional requirement s
for rural jurisdictions to be eligible to petition for reductions . In
addition to small geographic size or low population density and smal l
amount of waste generated, interested jurisdictions must now be
implementing the following programs :

1.

	

A source reduction and recycling program designed to handl e
the predominant classes and types of solid waste generate d
within the rural city or rural county .

2.

	

A public sector diversion and procurement program .

3.

	

A public information and education program .

AB 688 also added Sections 40183 and 40184 which define rural citie s
and counties, respectively . Jurisdictions must also now meet thes e
criteria to be eligible to petition :

(a) An incorporated city which has a geographic area of les s
than three square miles, has a waste generation rate of les s
than 100 cubic yards per day, or 60 tons per day, and which
is located in a rural area .

(b) An incorporated city which has a population density of les s
than 1,500 people per square mile, has a waste generation
rate of less than 100 cubic yards per day, or 60 tons pe r
day, which is located in a rural area .

(c) "Rural County" means any county which has a population o f
200,000 or less and which is located in a rural area .

(d) For the purposes of these sections, the Board shall adop t
regulations that define "rural area" in a manner that
establishes criteria and conditions applicable only t o
cities and counties located in those areas of the state tha t
are rural in character . Those criteria shall include, bu t
are not limited to, the requirement that those cities an d
counties are located in agricultural or mountainous areas o f
the state and are geographically distant from markets fo r
recyclable materials .

These provisions restrict the eligibility of a few small citie s
•

	

located in metropolitan areas . However, they also increase from 15 to
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32 the number of rural counties that will be eligible to petition .
This is because the limiting factor for counties will no longer be a
maximum waste generation rate of less than 100 cubic yards per day o r
60 tons per day, but a population limit of 200,000 .

AB 440 (Sher), effective January 1, 1994, added an additiona l
reduction related provision to the Uncodified Law . Section 17 of the
Uncodified Law states the following :

(a) The Board may reduce the diversion requirements of Sectio n
41780 for a portion of the unincorporated part of a count y
of the seventh class, as specified in Section 28028 of th e
Government Code, if the county demonstrates, and the Boar d
concurs, based upon substantial evidence in the record, tha t
the achievement of those diversion requirements is no t
feasible in that area due to both of the followin g
circumstances :
(1) The low population density of the area .

(2) The small quantity of waste generated within the area .

(b) The Board shall establish alternative, but les s
comprehensive, requirements for the area if the Board grant s
a reduction in diversion requirements, which will ensur e
compliance with this division .

(c) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), it is the intent of th e
Legislature that any area that is granted a reduction i n
diversion requirements shall establish programs to meet th e
requirements of this division to the maximum exten t
possible .

For the purpose of this section, counties of the seventh clas s
are defined in ' Section 28028 of the Government Code as thos e
which contain a population of 650,000 and under 700,000 .

14 CCR § 18775 outlines the procedures for submitting a PFR . It als o
describes the information required in the PFR and in annual progres s
reports .

Criteria For Grantinq Reductions in the501Diversion Requirement s

The Board took a position in early 1990-1991 that petitions fo r
reductions for the 50% goal year would not be considered by the Boar d
at that time . The reason for this position was based on the fact tha t
the 50% goal year (the year 2000) was more than 9 to 10 years away and
it was premature to grant a petition that far in advance . Solid waste
technology, market conditions and other factors could change in 9-1 0
years for a local jurisdiction . These changes could in fact enable a
jurisdiction to actually meet the goals .

However, in October 1994, the Board approved a policy for grantin g
reductions in the 50% medium term diversion requirements . This policy
specified that the Board shall consider and act on PFRs in the 50%

•
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diversion requirement based upon an evaluation of a standard set o f
criteria . These criteria were designed to determine as nearly a s
possible whether a jurisdiction can meet the diversion requirement an d
whether it has made a good faith effort .

Statutory and Regulatory Requirements for Revising or Revoking PFRs

14 CCR § 18775(e) specifies that the Board may revise or revoke a
reduction if necessary based upon information provided in a required
annual report . Also, AB 688 (Sher) as codified in PRC § 41787(b )
specifies that the Board shall issue an order requiring the rural city
or county to comply with the diversion requirements of PRC § 41780, i f
a jurisdiction is no longer eligible for a reduction, for example ,
because of population growth .

Other Related Statutory and Regulatory Requirement s

Measuring Goal Achievement : There are several steps in measuring
diversion goal achievement . The following discussion will summariz e
the procedure used to determine goal achievement .

In the base-year (usually 1990), each jurisdiction determined th e
total amount of waste disposed and the total amount of waste diverted
to calculate the total amount generated in the base-year . Using
base-year generation amounts, jurisdictions will get credit fo r
diversion that was occurring before the Integrated Waste Managemen t
Act, while basing the goals on base-year disposal amounts alone woul d
not .

In 1995, jurisdictions will not measure the total amount generated ,
they will only measure disposal . But to determine whether the 25 %
goal has been met, one must compare the amount disposed in 1995 wit h
an estimate of what is generated in 1995 . Therefore the 199 5
generation number must be calculated based on the base-year generatio n
amount .

Since economics and population affect solid waste generation amounts ,
the base-year generation amount must be adjusted for these changes :
The Board approved adjustment method (14 CCR Article 9 .3) adjusts the
base-year generation amount to reflect 1995 conditions . The
adjustment method yields an estimated 1995 generation amount, which i s
an estimate of how much solid waste was generated in a jurisdiction
based on current economic and population indicators . It is the
estimated 1995 generation amount that must be reduced by 25% to reach
the statutory goal for 1995 .

In 1995, the diversion goal is 25% . But in a disposal-based reportin g
system, the 25% diversion is not measured . Instead the 75% o f
disposal remaining is measured . The estimated 1995 generation tonnag e
is multiplied by 0 .75, or 75%, to calculate the maximum allowabl e
disposal for 1995 . The maximum allowable disposal is the maximu m
amount of solid waste that a jurisdiction can dispose while stil l
meeting the 25% diversion goal .
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The disposal reporting system, as established by Board regulations (1 4
CCR Article 9 .0), estimates the amount of waste disposed by eac h
jurisdiction every year . The calculated maximum allowable disposal i s
compared to the measured disposal to determine if the goal has bee n
achieved . The goal is met if the calculated maximum is greater tha n
measured disposal .

Jurisdictions report all of the above information for Board review i n
their Annual Reports .

Failure to Implement a SRRE : PRC § 41825 requires that the Board, a t
least once every 2 years, review each jurisdiction's SRRE and HHWE .
If, after a public hearing is held, the Board finds that th e
jurisdiction has failed to implement its SRRE or HHWE, the Board the n
issues an order of compliance with a specific schedule for achievin g
compliance . PRC § 41850 specifies that, if after holding a publi c
hearing and issuing a compliance order, the Board finds that the
jurisdiction has failed to meet the compliance order, the Board ma y
impose administrative civil penalties upon the jurisdiction . Thi s
section also directs the Board, in determining whether or not t o
impose penalties and the amount of any penalties imposed, to conside r
specific circumstances such as the following :

(1) Natural disasters .

(2) Budgetary conditions within a city, county, or regiona l
agency which could not be remedied by the imposition o r
adjustment of solid waste fees .

(3) Work stoppages which directly prevent a city, county, o r
regional. agency from implementing its SRRE or HHWE .

In addition, the Board must consider the extent to which a
jurisdiction has made good faith efforts to implement its SRRE o r
HHWE .

In response to this legislation, the Board adopted, in February 1995 ,
the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP) Enforcemen t
Policy Part II which establishes guidelines in determining whether a
jurisdiction failed to implement a SRRE or HHWE . This document als o
establishes a penalty structure, should a jurisdiction fail t o
implement its SRRE or HHWE .

According to the CIWMP Enforcement Policy Part II, the Board mus t
consider circumstances specific to rural jurisdictions such as marke t
development obstacles, population density, waste generation rates ,
demographic and economic factors, and other factors affecting a rura l
jurisdiction's ability to meet the diversion requirements .

Two Year Time-Extension : AB 688 (Sher) added an additional relie f
provision for rural jurisdictions, PRC § 41787 .4 . This section state s
that the Board may grant a two year time extension from the diversion

•

•
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requirements of Section 41780 to a rural city, rural county, or rura l
regional agency if all of the following conditions are met :

(a) The Board adopts written findings, based on substantial
evidence in the record, that adverse market or economi c
conditions beyond the control of the rural city, rura l
county, or rural regional agency prevent the rural city ,
rural county, or rural agency from meeting the diversio n
requirements .

(b) The rural city, rural county, or rural regional agency
submits a plan of correction that demonstrates how it wil l
meet the diversion requirements before the time extensio n
expires, which includes the source reduction, recycling, and
composting programs it will implement and states how thos e
programs will be funded .

(c) The rural city, rural county, or rural regional agency
demonstrates that it is achieving the maximum feasible
amount of source reduction, recycling, or composting of
solid waste within its jurisdiction .

PFRAnalysis and Procedur e

Upon receipt of a PFR, staff review and analyze the petition t o
®

	

determine the relative merit of a jurisdiction's request . In thei r
review and analysis of PFRs, staff determine whether a jurisdiction i s
effectively implementing all feasible diversion programs and whether
the jurisdiction is incapable of diverting more than it projects i n
the petition . Staff also evaluate a number of specific criteri a
related to wastestream composition, location of markets, volumes of
recyclables, local staff and financial resources, current diversion
programs, planned diversion programs, and the strength of th e
jurisdiction's effort . This has allowed the Board to consider and
grant PFRs on a case-by-case basis .

The fact that these PFRs are being submitted during the latter par t
of, or after, 1995 may impact the decision of the Board to grant a
reduction for the short-term . Staff have determined that based on th e
PFR eligibility criteria for cities, there are 69 jurisdictions which
do not have Board approved SRREs and qualify to submit PFRs . There i s
a potential for jurisdictions to submit PFRs in 1996 (after-the-fact )
based on preliminary calculations of goal achievement using th e
disposal reporting data and based on the fact that they meet the rura l
criteria . This is why staff believe the policy decision from thi s
case will set precedence to future PFRs .

If a jurisdiction submits a PFR after 1995, the jurisdiction will hav e
to meet the criteria of presenting substantial evidence in the record
for the Board to consider . Since 1995 is. over, jurisdictions canno t
modify diversion activities targeted to achieve the 1995 goal .
Jurisdictions which submitted PFRs for the 25% goal prior to 199 5
could argue they were held to a different standard than jurisdiction s
submitting PFRs for the 25% goal after 1995, as almost all
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jurisdictions which have Board approved PFRs modified their origina l
PFRs to include additional programs .

Jurisdictions must address reasons for not meeting the 1995 goal o r
implementing selected programs in the Annual Report submitted afte r
Board approval of the SRRE . Preparing and submitting a retroactive
petition for reduction would duplicate this information .

Legally, there are no restrictions on when the Board may grant a PF R
to a jurisdiction . Although jurisdictions may qualify to petition the
Board for a reduction in the diversion requirements, the Board is no t
obligated to grant reductions to those jurisdictions .

The Board recently adopted a policy not to grant PFRs submitted afte r
1995 to jurisdictions which have Board approved SRREs . Granting PFRs
submitted after 1995 to jurisdictions which do not have Board approve d
SRREs would result in an inequitable benefit to jurisdictions whic h
have not complied with the mandated planning requirements of AB 939 .

The Board is required to consider the extent to which a jurisdictio n
has made a good faith effort to implement its SRRE . Good faith effor t
is shown when a jurisdiction has made all reasonable and feasible
efforts to implement programs or activities that achieve progres s
toward reaching the 25% and 501 goals . Therefore, if the Board denie s
a PFR for the short-term diversion requirement, a jurisdiction wil l
still be afforded the opportunity to show its good faith effort s
toward implementing diversion programs and obstacles or difficultie s
encountered toward implementing those programs . And, if the Boar d
issues a 2-year extension in meeting the disposal reduction goals, th e
Board would be required to prepare written findings on the specifi c
conditions that were beyond the control of a local jurisdiction .

Prepared by : Tabetha Willmon
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ITEM :

	

CONSIDERATION OF APPOINTMENTS OF MEMBERS TO THE LOA N
COMMITTEE FOR THE RECYCLING MARKET DEVELOPMENT ZON E
LOAN PROGRAM

I .

	

SUMMARY

The terms for four of the Loan Committee members for the
Recycling Market Development Zone Loan Committee (Committee) hav e
expired . This agenda item recommends . filling three . of the _
positions at this time . Staff is preparing a recommendation fo r
filling the fourth vacancy .

II . PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

None

III . OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

The Board may decide to :

1. Accept the Committee's recommendation .

2. Modify the Committee's recommendation .

3. Take no action and provide staff with furthe r
direction .

IV . COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

At its April 11, 1996 meeting, the Market Development Committe e
recommended that the Board approve the reappointment of th e
following Loan Committee members for two year terms expiring o n
December 31, 1997 :

• James R . Baird - "public sector north" representativ e

• Roxanne Middleton - "rural area" representativ e

•

	

James A . Young - "Trade and Commerce Agency "
representative
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The Committee also recommended that this item be placed on th e
Board's consent agenda .

V. ANALYSIS

Regulations for the Recycling Market Development Zone (RMDZ) Loa n
Program require that the Board, upon recommendation of the Marke t
Development Committee, appoint a Recycling Market Developmen t
Zone Loan Committee of not more than seven members (14 CCR
17931(c)) . The purpose of the Loan Committee is to advise th e
Board on the financial soundness of loan applications . The
Committee meets quarterly and submits a list of recommended
projects to the Market Development Committee for fina l
recommendation to the full Board .

Regulations further state that the committee shall be comprise d
of representatives demonstrating expertise in financial analysi s
and credit evaluation, who are from the public and privat e
sectors, urban and rural areas, the lending community, and the
Department of Commerce (now the Trade and Commerce Agency) .
Initial appointments based upon these representative groups were
made in December of 1992 . The terms of four Loan Committee
members expired December 31, 1996, but they continue to serve a t
the pleasure of the-Board, until replaced or reappointed .

The following are being recommended for reappointment to th e
Committee :

James R . Baird, Chief Executive Director of the Bay Are a
Development Company, has served on the Committee since it s
inception . His vast lending experience and knowledge o f
government loan programs has proven invaluable in committe e
discussions .

Roxanne M . Middleton, Senior Lending Officer for th e
California Statewide Certified Development Corporation
(CSCDC), has served on the committee since May 1994 . She
specializes in the SBA 504 program, her focus at the CSCD C
are the 10 Northern California rural counties and the County
of Ventura .

Finally, James A . Young, Chief of Credit Administration fo r
the Trade and Commerce Agency, has served on the Committe e
since its inception . Mr . Young's knowledge of stat e
financing programs and of the Trade and Commerce Agency i s
an asset to the Committee .
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One member, Bruce P . Stewart, Vice President of the Bank o f
America Community Development Bank, who served on the Committee
commencing in October 1993, elected to not seek reappointment .
Staff is currently considering other candidates for this vacan t
position.

VI. ATTACHMENTS

1 .

	

Proposed RMDZ Loan Committee Members - April 199 6

VII. APPROVALS

Prepared by :

Reviewed by :

Reviewed by :

	

d n' D.

	

th

Reviewed by :

	

Darfiel o f

Legal Review :	 Date/Time :

	

/

-

Phone : 255-229 5

Phone : 255-244 2

Phone : 255-241 3

Phone : 255-2320

•
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Attachment 1

Recycling Market Development Zon e
Proposed Loan Committee Member s

April 1996

Member Category Term
Expiration

Vacant "Lending
Community"

December
199 7

Ms .

	

Kristine M . Chung
Vice Presiden t
City National Bank
Los Angeles

"Private Sector" Decembe r
199 6

Mr . Ray Sakaida
General Manage r
Business Finance Center
Monterey Park

"Urban Area" December
199 6

Mr . James R . Baird
Chief Executive Officer
Bay Area Development Company
Lafayette

"Public Sector
North"

December
199 7

Mr . James A . Young
Chief of Credit Administration
Department of Commerc e
Office of Small Busines s
Development
Sacramento

"Department of
Commerce"

December
199 7

Roxanne Middleton
Senior Lending Officer
California . Statewide CDC
129 C Street

	

.
Davis,

	

CA

	

95616

"Rural Area" December
1997

Lupe Vela
Program Administrato r
Integrated Solid Wast e
Management Office
Bureau of Sanitatio n
City of Los Angeles

"Public Sector
South"

December
1996

•
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AGENDA ITEM 4 3

ITEM : CONSIDERATION OF THE STATUS OF THE R-TEAM

I. SUMMARY

The California Recycling Business Assistance Team (R-Team) ha s
undergone significant changes since its inception in November
1994 . This agenda item updates the Market Development Committe e
on recent events and program changes .

Staff is proposing revisions to R-Team activities based on it s
experience to date . R-Team and the Recycling Market Developmen t
Zone (RMDZ) staff designed these activities to identify, target
and assist recycling manufacturing businesses which have the
potential to divert Board priority materials, while stayin g
within the original R-Team goals . The Committee may choose t o
provide staff with direction on these R-Team activities .

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

On July 6, 1994, the Committee recommended that the Board approve
R-Team contract concepts to provide technical/professional
services for businesses . The Committee also directed staff t o
develop contracts with the Trade and Commerce Agency and th e
Business Environmental Assistance Centers (BEAC) to implement the
program .

On July 27, 1994, the Board approved'the Committee recommendations .

On August 17, 1995, staff presented the Committee with the firs t
update on the status of the R-Team .

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

The Board may :

a. Accept the Committee's recommendation .

b. Modify the Committee's recommendation .

c. Take no action .
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IV. COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

At its April 11, 1996 meeting, the Market Development Committe e
recommended that the Board :

a. Identify and target specific businesses for assistanc e
based on RMDZ needs and Board priority materials whic h
can help to meet the 50 percent diversion goals .

b. Endorse the concept of using R-Team funds fo r
contracting for services to recycling manufacturers, bu t
defer discussion of exact amounts to the Administratio n
Committee to take up in May .

c. Work with the contractor(s) and RMDZs to provide focuse d
hands-on assistance to the selected businesses .

d. Extend the time-line, resources, student assistance, an d
travel for Board R-Team staff with remaining gran t
funds .

V. ANALYSIS

R-Team Background :

The Board received a United States Environmental Protection Agenc y
(U .S . EPA) 1994 Jobs Through Recycling Initiative grant t o
establish the R-Team in California . The Board contracted wit h
Business Environmental Assistance Centers in both Northern an d
Southern California to provide statewide R-Team busines s
development, technical, financial and marketing assistance t o
recycling manufacturing businesses . Both BEACs were then
affiliated with the Trade and Commerce Agency : Northern BEAC is a
cooperative program connected with the University of Californi a
Extension at Santa Cruz and the Southern BEAC with Fullerto n
College in Anaheim. On October 20, 1995, the Board's contract wit h
the Southern California BEAC was terminated . This left a gap in
the R-Team's ability to provide services in Southern California an d
fulfill the terms of the U .S . EPA grant .

On March 6, 1996, the U .S . EPA approved the Boar d ' s request t o
extend the term of the grant to September 30, 1997 .

The contract with Northern BEAC expired on March 31, 1996 . A
no-cost extension through June 30, 1996 is being processed .
Northern BEAC has expressed interest in continuing the R-Tea m
partnership through a contract with the Board after that time ,
pending the availability of additional funds .

£45



•

Board Meeting

	

Agenda Item 4 3
April 24, 1996

	

Page 3

The second Progress Report for the period July 1, 1995 t o
December 31, 1995 was submitted to the U .S . EPA in March 1996 .
This report identified the need for additional R-Team services i n
the areas of matching sources of financial assistance with th e
businesses, packaging financial applications, and assisting client s
with business plans and product marketing plans .

Proposed R-Team Activities :

Staff proposes several activities to fill the service gaps i n
Southern California and allow the Board to successfully complet e
the R-Team project within the extended grant term .

Board staff will identify recycling manufacturing businesses base d
on RMDZ and Board priority materials, then provide hands-o n
services to those businesses . These services are proposed to be
obtained through one or-more contracts to provide full services i n
both Northern and Southern California . Northern BEAC has expresse d
interest in a contract with the Board to provide services in
Northern California . Services provided by the contractor(s) woul d
extend from July 1, 1996 to September 30, 1997 .

In an attempt to better serve the Zones, the Waste Prevention an d
Market Development Division's Zone Administration Branch develope d
and distributed a program evaluation survey to the Zon e
Administrators . The findings indicate the greatest need is fo r
increased business leads . As a result of this information, RMDZ
and R-Team staff worked together to scope ideas for fulfilling tha t
need .

Staff proposes using remaining grant funds to contract for th e
following R-Team services :

► The R-Team will coordinate activities with the RMDZs to
provide the contractor(s) with .a list of candidat e
businesses wishing to expand the use of or convert to th e
use of recyclable materials . Businesses will be selecte d
based on RMDZ needs, and potential for diversion of Boar d
priority materials .

► The contractor(s) will then provide hands-on services t o
those businesses as needed in the areas of busines s
development, financial, permitting and siting ,
technology, and product marketing assistance . The
contractor(s) will provide services to at least 5 0
specific businesses targeted by the Board in, or wishin g
to locate in, one of the 40 RMDZs .
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The contractor(s) will work cooperatively with th e
R-Team, Board RMDZ staff, local RMDZ administrators ,
business resource agencies, and other interested partie s
to ensure consistency with ongoing Board efforts an d
efficient use of local, state and federal resources .

New 1996 Jobs Through Recycling Opportunity :

In March 1996, staff submitted a grant application to the US EPA
for the 1996 Jobs Through Recycling Program, in partnership wit h
the Community Environmental Council of Santa Barbara and the
University of California Extension at Santa Cruz . This proposa l
was designed to integrate with the other RMDZ and R-Team activitie s
to identify, target, and assist potential recycling manufacturin g
businesses in four RMDZs with closing military bases . The US EPA
expects to select proposals for awarding of grant funding up t o

' $150,000 in early April 1996 .

Fiscal Impacts :

Approximately $250,000 remains in unexpended R-Team funds provide d
by the U .S . EPA grant . Up to $170,000 is being proposed for

	

•
contract(s) for services to businesses, as described above, i n
Northern and Southern California, from July 1, 1996 to
September 30, 1997 . Up to $30,000 is being proposed to fund an
extension of the Board's student contract from September 1, 1996 to
August 31, 1997 . The remainder of the funds will be used by the
Board for staff and operation expenses . No Board funds are
required .

VI .ATTACHMENTS N/A

VII .APPROVALS

	

~lPrepared by :	 Joan Martfeld	 2e.
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Legal review/Approval :	 N/A	 Date/Time :
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ITEM : .

	

CONSIDERATION OF RECYCLING MARKET DEVELOPMENT ZONE
PROGRAM EVALUATION REPORT

I. SUMMARY

In February 1995, the California Integrated Waste Managemen t
Board (Board) reached its goal of designating 40 Recycling Marke t
Development Zones (RMDZ) . Achieving this milestone signaled the
need to review the program's accomplishments to date and set it s
future direction . In September 1995, the Board's Marke t
Development Committee (MDC) initiated an evaluation of the RMDZ
program to identify program needs, recommend 'program objectives ,
and set priorities in looking to the year 2000 .

As a part of this evaluation, staff surveyed zone administrators ,
businesses, and economic development professionals to determine
how they perceived program performance to date and what they sa w
as its needs for the future . In all, staff received a total o f

®

	

81 responses (28 percent return) from the 291 questionnaire s
sent . Many of those responding identified needs and priorities
for the program as it matures and moves into a mode of servic e
for the RMDZs . In addition, the evaluation included the review
of previous surveys and other comments received by the Boar d
since the program's inception in 1990 .

The report identifies program issues, sets objectives, and
presents and evaluates options for meeting these objectives . I t
recommends courses of actions for increasing progra m
effectiveness and efficiency in delivering services to the RMDZ s
and to the current and potential recycling business community a s
the State moves closer to reaching the Integrated Wast e
Management Act's (AB 939, Stats . 1989, Ch . 1095) goal of 5 0
percent diversion from landfills by the year 2000 .

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

On January 19, 1996, staff presented the preliminary Recyclin g
Market Development Zone Program Evaluation Report to the Marke t
Development Committee . At that meeting, staff was directed t o
revise the report by preparing a more detailed analysis o f
options and recommendations .
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III . OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

The Board may decide to :

1. Accept the Committee's recommendation .

2. Modify the Committee's recommendation .

3. Take no action and provide staff with furthe r
direction .

IV . COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

At its April 11, 1996 meeting, the Committee recommended that th e
Board :

• adopt the objectives and recommendations of the RMD Z
Evaluation Report, (see redlined summary beginning o n
page 42) included in Attachment-"1, Section V ; and

• direct staff to summarize ; these objectives and
recommendations for inclusion in the revised Market
Development Plan that will be considered by the Board i n
July .

V .

	

ANALYSI S

In preparing this evaluation report, the Board surveyed zone
administrators, businesses that had been in contact with the RMD Z
program, and economic development professionals . The intent of
the surveys was to examine issues relating to future marketin g
efforts, the effectiveness of the program, satisfaction with th e
services provided, and suggestions for improvement, as the Board
moves to attain the goals of AB 939 .

Staff has prepared a detailed evaluation of the options an d
recommendations for achieving the objectives in the report, an d
sought input on the report from the other Board divisions and
outside stakeholders, including zone administrators . The report
was amended to reflect the comments received .

Based on the evaluation of the RMDZ program to date and on th e
assessment of its role in achieving the Board's 50% diversio n
goal by the year 2000, the goal of the RMDZ program should be t o
create strong and sustainable secondary materials-based
industries capable of absorbing an estimated 30 million tons o f
recovered materials each year . To achieve this goal•, . the Board
should direct staff to implement the objectives and
recommendations summarized in Section V of the attached report .
The analysis of the issues and options for addressing them i s
included in Section IV of the report .

•
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At its April 11, 1996 meeting, the Market Development Committee
considered this item and made some additional modifications t o
the report recommendations . Those changes are redlaned for ease
of reading and included in the Section V of the report entitled
"Summary of Committee Recommendations" .
attached report .

VI . ATTACHMENTS

1 .

	

RMDZ Program Evaluation Report

Phone : 255-246 5

Phone : 255-245 1

Phone : 255-241 3

Phone : 255-232 0

Phone : 255-2376

Date/Time :	 rJ*

VII . APPROVALS
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Reviewed by :
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• I. INTRODUCTIO N
In February 1995, the California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) reached it s
goal of designating 40 Recycling Market Development Zones (RMDZ) . Achieving thi s
milestone signaled the need to review the program's accomplishments to date and set its
future direction . In September 1995, the Board's Market Development Committee (MDC )
initiated an evaluation of the RMDZ program to identify program needs, recommend progra m
objectives; and set priorities in looking to the year 2000 .

As a part of this evaluation, staff surveyed zone administrators, businesses, and economi c
development professionals to determine how they perceived program performance to date an d
what they saw as its needs for the future . Of the zone administrators surveyed, 63 percen t
responded . In addition, 21 percent of businesses surveyed and 25 percent of economi c
development professionals returned the questionnaires . In all, staff received a total of 8 1
responses (28 percent return) from the 291 questionnaires sent. Many of those responding
identified needs and priorities for the program as it matures and provides greater service fo r
the RMDZs. In addition, the evaluation included the review of previous surveys and other
comments received by the Board since the program's inception in 1990.

This report identifies program issues, sets objectives, and presents and evaluates options for
®

	

meeting these objectives. It recommends courses of actions for increasing progra m
effectiveness and efficiency in delivering services to the RMDZs and to the current' and
potential recycling business community, as the State moves closer to reaching the Integrated
Waste Management Act's goal of 50 percent diversion from landfills by the year 2000.

II. PROGRAM REVIEW
A. Program History :

In response to the concerns leading to the passage of Assembly Bill 939 (Sher, Stats . 1989 ,
Ch. 1095) (AB 939), the State of California established the Recycling Market Developmen t
Zone (RMDZ) program. Authorized by Senate Bill 1322 (Bergeson, Stats. 1989, Ch . 1096) ,
the program objective was to create markets for diverted materials by increasing the use o f
recycled materials as manufacturing feedstock .

This was the first program in the nation to couple established economic development practice s
with integrated waste management efforts . The program was intended to provide local
governments with a useful tool to reduce dependence on diminishing landfill space and t o
meet the waste diversion goals of AB 939 by working with the private manufacturing sector .

RMDZ Program Evaluation Report Draft April 15, 1996
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To qualify for RMDZ designation, jurisdictions were required to identify local incentives tha t
they could provide to businesses that manufacture with secondary materials . Some of these
local incentives included site selection assistance, tax benefits, permitting assistance, local lo w
interest loan programs, and marketing and business plan assistance .

In exchange for these local commitments to foster recycling-based manufacturers, the Boar d
was to provide technical assistance to both the zone administrators and the businesse s
requesting this assistance and low interest loans. A trained staff of loan officers from th e
Board has contributed professional loan and financial advice and assisted the businesses wit h
identifying projects and completing the loan applications. Board staff has underwritten th e
loans and provided tracking services for loan payments . The Board has offered services t o
local RMDZ staff such as training, "matchmaking" (linking recycled feedstock suppliers t o
users), providing technical information, such as the plastics clearinghouse and lists o f
construction and demolition businesses that use recycled materials, market data on variou s
secondary materials such as paper, plastics, and green waste, and networking opportunitie s
through Board-sponsored workshops .

In March 1991, the Board set out to establish 40 RMDZs by 1996 . Because of great interes t
by local government the Board reached this goal in 1995, a year ahead of schedule . During
the first four years of the program, the primary objective of the Board's Zone Program was to
recruit and establish these RMDZs . Each year, staff hosted a series of workshops throughou t
the state explaining the benefits of the program and the application process for designation t o
interested jurisdictions . Most local staff responsible for AB 939 compliance, commonly th e
recycling coordinators, were enthusiastically receptive to the idea . Those jurisdictions whose
elected officials and executive management were equally supportive were usually successful in
establishing an RMDZ to serve their communities .

Staff worked closely with jurisdictions in the development of the RMDZ designatio n
applications. Often, in the case of multi-jurisdictional applications, this involved coordinatin g
the efforts of several local government staffs, consultants, and economic developmen t
departments . To provide all local governments with the opportunity to prepare successfu l
RMDZ applications, staff prepared guidebooks on the. application process . Staff was als o
available for extensive consultation with prospective applicants .

As a result of Board and local government staffs' efforts, the 40 designated RMDZs are
widely distributed throughout the state, and represent urban and rural jurisdictions alike .
Local jurisdictions within the RMDZs include 66 percent of the state's population . As of
January 1996, all 40 zones received final designation . Zones retain their zone status for ten
years .

RMDZ Program Evaluation Report Draft April 15, 1996
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In the course of the initial zone designation process, Board staff reviewed each application fo r
completeness and evaluated the applications for the following factors :

1. financial support available to existing businesses or those which might want t o
relocate within the proposed zone ;

2. the adequacy of local funding and organizational structure committed to th e
proposed zone ;

3. the ability of the proposed zone to supply the quantity and quality of feedstoc k
necessary to support the targeted recycling businesses ;

4

	

how the zone would comply with California Environmental Quality Ac t
(CEQA) requirements;

5. the adequacy of existing or planned infrastructure within the proposed zone tha t
will support development of recycling businesses ;

6. the potential effectiveness of proposed local incentives to attract commercia l
development ;

7. the adequacy of market development planning within the proposed zon e
application;

8. the available land and buildings within the proposed zone that would be used t o
support recycling business development; and

9. remaining regional landfill capacity .

B. Initial RMDZ Program Obiectives :

During the program's first four years, the objectives of the RMDZ program were to :

1. establish 40 RMDZs by 1996 ;

2. establish the RMDZ revolving loan program ;

3. increase the use of recycled materials by manufacturers located within the
RMDZs ;

RMDZ Program Evaluation Report Draft April 15, 1996
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4. attract new recycling-based businesses to California to site within the RMDZs ;

5. develop a network of recycling economic development professionals ;

6. provide technical assistance to the RMDZs .

C. Attainment of Program Objectives to Date :

1. Establish 40 Recycling Market Development Zones by 1996 .

In response to its recruitment efforts and due to high local government interest and deman d
for the program, the Board reached its 40 zone goal in 1995, one year ahead of schedule . The
Board designated 40 zones through a competitive process in four cycles . In 1992, the Board
designated 12 RMDZs, followed by 5 in 1993, and 12 in 1994 . In February 1995, during the
fourth cycle, the Board designated the last 11 RMDZs . Today, 225 local jurisdictions ,
including 66 percent of the state's population, are participants in the Board's RMD Z
program. '

Because the Board has reached its goal of establishing 40 RMDZs, the option left fo r
jurisdictions wishing to participate in the RMDZ program is to find a neighboring RMD Z
willing to expand . In anticipation of the resulting increased interest in RMDZ expansions ,
staff revised the RMDZ redesignation regulations to be clearer and easier to follow, and hav e
written a "user friendly" guide for the jurisdictions to follow while pursuing RMD Z
expansions . As of January 1996, 3 zones have expanded to include 11 additiona l
jurisdictions . Zone Program staff is working with 11 more zones on future expansions .

2. . Establish the RMDZ revolving loan program.

The Board established its revolving loan program as a valued part of the RMDZ program . In
1990, Senate Bill 2310 (Bergeson, stats . 1990, ch . 1543) authorized the Board to make lo w
interest loans to both local governments for infrastructure development and to businesse s
located in RMDZs using recycled materials in their manufacturing processes . Since FY 1991 -
91 the state has funded the Loan Program by allocating $5 million annually from th e
Integrated Waste Management Account (IWMA) . The Board approved the first loans in the
second quarter of 1993 . As of January 31, 1996, the Board had approved 53 loans,

	

.
committing $20.9 million to the increased use of recycled materials by manufacturers . Of
these 53 approved loans, 42 loans, totaling $16 .3 million, have been closed .

'This approximation is larger than the actual population of the total areas served becaus e
the zones' boundaries do not always follow county or city jurisdiction boundaries . .
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The RMDZ Loan Program leverages private money by requiring at least 50 percent of total
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project cost to be obtained from other sources. The Board's Recycling Market Developmen t
Zone Loan Program Evaluation, May 1995, reported an average of $1 .22 of privat e
investment for every $1 .00 of state funds invested .

3. Increase the use of recycled materials by manufacturers within the RMDZs .

An estimated 1 .5 million tons per year are being added to the state's recycling-base d
manufacturing capacity as a result of the 42 loans the Board has made . In addition to the
results of direct lending, there are significant increases in the use of recycled materials b y
other manufacturers due to the Board's and local staffs' efforts . Board and local staff provide
businesses with a variety of services, ranging from identifying available incentives t o
information on how to find feedstock . Of the zone administrators surveyed who reporte d
increases in use of recycled materials, 26% reported an increase in excess of 40,000 tons pe r
year (39% of RMDZs responding to the survey were designated in 1995, and thus have not
yet had time to fully implement the program locally) .

Because of the RMDZ program, economic development and waste management professional s
are working together throughout the state . Increased use of recycled material resulted fro m
the leveraging that occurs because of the RMDZ program : local economic developmen t
officers are becoming aware of local waste management efforts . For example, in Merced
County, there are regular meetings between the Solid Waste Department's Recycling
Coordinator and staff from the Economic Development Corporation, a linkage that did no t
exist before the RMDZ program . One zone administrator who works out of an economic
development office, remarked : "[The RMDZ program] keeps us asking the `Do you recycle? '

. question of our prospects . "

4. Attract new businesses to California to site within the RMDZs .

The RMDZ program has stimulated the siting of new businesses in California . In addition to
the Board's low interest loans, RMDZs offer a variety of local incentives, including
permitting and site selection assistance and employee training . To increase the attractiveness
of the RMDZs to businesses, staff worked with utilities throughout the state to provide rat e
concessions similar to those offered in California's enterprise zones . Now California's three
major utilities, Pacific Gas & Electric, San Diego Gas & Electric, and Southern Californi a
Edison, offer utility rate discounts over three years to new businesses siting in the RMDZ s
they serve. Three companies received incentives from the Southern California Edison
Company, and two additional companies are interested in pursuing them . Two companies
have shown interest in the incentives provided by San Diego Gas & Electric Company . No
companies have applied for the Pacific Gas & Electric discount rates .
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In responses to the Program Evaluation Survey, zone administrators indicated that they are
working with more than 200 new and new-to-California businesses each year . They also

	

•
indicated that they are working with an additional 200 existing businesses seeking to expan d

their use of recycled materials as feedstock . Although not all of these businesses may site i n
an RMDZ, desire a low interest loan, or become significant producers of recycled-content
products, this represents a significant step in the direction of a sustainable, secondary
materials economy in California .

5. Develop a network of recycling economic development professionals .

Beginning in 1992, the Board has sponsored a series of recycling economic developmen t
training classes for local government and Board staff who now comprise the core of a
network of recycling economic development professionals . These classes have brought
together, for the first time, a large number of economic development and solid wast e
management professionals . Many of these individuals later became the local zone
administrators when their jurisdictions became designated as RMDZs .

In June 1994, the Board assisted in the formation of an association of RMDZs, similar to the
California Association of Enterprise Zones . In April 1995, at a Board-sponsored RMD Z
conference, the zone administrators voted to elect a board of directors and officially launc h
the independent California Association of Recycling Market Development Zones (CARMDZ) .
The CARMDZ's mission is to facilitate information sharing among the zone administrator s
and to provide a mechanism for the zone administrators to speak with a unified voice whe n
addressing the Board, the Legislature, and the public .

6. Provide technical assistance to the RMDZs and RMDZ businesses .

Technical assistance provided by staff has ranged from helping RMDZs with the preparation
of their initial applications to finding feedstock for RMDZ businesses and meeting wit h

businesses to explain the benefits of the RMDZ program . Staff linked businesses needing
professional advice with Board staff who can provide expertise in fields like plastic recycling .
The RMDZ staff, in conjunction with the R-Team, assembled "green teams" of identified
professionals at the Board and in other organizations who can meet with businesses to hel p
them with issues such as contacts for feedstock, permitting, laboratory testing of products, and
product specifications . Staff acted as primary contact for the zone administrators, providing
any information requested, often referring the zone administrator to additional sources o f

information . The Board provided regular workshops and training sessions for the zone
administrators in the areas of integrated waste management, economic development, an d

marketing.

•
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RMDZs with established economic development programs often required less assistance fro m
• the Board than those operated without the input from experienced economic development

professionals . One of the primary points of focus for this evaluation is : how can the Board
provide better service to the zone administrators, learn from experienced and successful zone
administrators, and transfer these skills to new zone administrators or administrators who hav e
not had the advantage of economic development training in the past ?

D. Program Accomplishment s

Although the initial primary focus of the program was to establish the 40 RMDZs, the Board
has also been actively involved in other RMDZ activities . In addition to the administrative
activities involved in developing the program and evaluating and approving zone designatio n
applications, the following are some of the highlights of the Board's accomplishments :

publication of the : RMDZ Application Handbook; and the RMDZ
Expansion Handbook;

design and publication of a quarterly RMDZ newsletter;

development of two editions of the : Zone Administrators' Handbook,

publication of fact sheets featuring each of the 40 RMDZs ;

publication of a program description handbook : 40 Opportunities for
Businesses to Prosper in California ; .

development of an RMDZ display booth for trade shows made entirel y
from recycled products ;

promotion of the program by making presentations to groups like th e
California Business Incubation Network;

participation in trade shows, such as : Westpack '95, where more than
500 packaging industry-related businesses exhibited and where potentia l
business contacts were made ;

• development of guidelines for business plans and working wit h
businesses to assist them with business plan development;

• development and distribution of a brochure on the RMDZ program ;

• preparation of a Business Resource Guide for the Board, zone
administrators, and businesses in coordination with the R-Team ;
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• organization of four workshops . for zone administrators since July 1994 ,
and assistance with the provision of training for the zone administrators ;

• sponsorship of a project with the Center for Manufacturing Excellenc e
to identify and describe typical recycling-based businesses throughou t
the country : Recycled Feedstock: Company Case Studies ;

• assistance to the Envirosave Project in the Shasta Metro RMDZ to hel p
inventors and entrepreneurs bring recycled product ideas to market whil e
focusing on the needs of communities in rural California to creat e
environmentally appropriate and sustainable economic development .

Highlights of the many and varied zone accomplishments are included in the list below. This
partial list of activities was selected for its diversity . In fact, the creativity of local zone
administrators and the support of the local elected officials, the business community, and stat e
and federal agencies, is reflected in the great diversity of the projects highlighted .

• The Oakland/Berkeley RMDZ was the subject of a feature article in th e
February 1995 issue of Biocycle Magazine .

• The Placer County RMDZ is in the process of creating California's first
recycling industrial park.

• In conjunction with the Community Environmental Council, the Mojav e
RMDZ produced the pamphlet : 40 Recycling Business Opportunities,
which describes and evaluates the market risks and potential of 4 0
products made from secondary materials .

• In the Long Beach RMDZ, Jacobson Plastics, formerly a producer of
extruded plastic products using only virgin materials, has been approve d
for an RMDZ loan after being identified for potential conversion from
the use of virgin feedstock to recycled feedstock through outreac h
efforts of the Community Environmental Council . This business
conversion research project was funded by a grant from the USEPA .

• The Central Coast RMDZ conducted a workshop targeting the touris t
industry and the agricultural sector to use recycled product s
manufactured in the coastal area and elsewhere in California ; the zone
administrator is actively working with composters to expand operations ,
especially targeting agricultural uses of compost .

RMDZ Program Evaluation Report Draft April 15, 1996
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The North San Diego County RMDZ has developed an integrate d
outreach program by identifying existing businesses using Standar d
Industrial Classification (SIC) codes, telephone, business license
information, and local real estate broker data, conducting business
workshops and expos, designing a brochure to promote the zone, an d
sponsoring a trade show .

Several zones have developed their own newsletters to promote the
zones and inform businesses, waste management and economi c
development professionals, elected officials, and the public about zon e
advantages .

The Shasta Metro RMDZ has produced a successful strategy to develop
small recycling businesses suitable for a more rural setting : ones which
require a small capital investment, use a small volume of recycle d
materials, and produce high value-added products .

The RMDZ program in Siskiyou County assisted a landfill operator t o
find a local market for cardboard by diverting this material to the E-Z
Lite Log Company in Yreka, thus averting landfilling this materia l
because of the falling prices of cardboard .

The Kaiser/San Bernardino RMDZ completed . an economic development
and wastestream analysis software package to assist with its marketin g
and outreach efforts .

These highlights illustrate the diversity and range of program activities throughout the stat e
which have resulted from the Board's RMDZ program efforts to encourage busines s
development and an increase in markets for products made from secondary materials produce d
in California . Zone administrators have also learned from each other what activities work an d
what procedures or approaches are not effective .

The Board has been instrumental in helping to disseminate project information and ideas to al l
RMDZs. The 29 RMDZs that received up to $25,000 in one-time AB 1220 funds for marke t
outreach will report to the Board on their projects by May 1996 . The Board will distribute
the information gained through the marketing efforts made possible through these state funds ,
thus further leveraging the project funds .

RMDZ Program Evaluation Report Draft April 15, 1996
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E. State and NationalRecognition

The Board has received national recognition for its pioneering influence with this
revolutionary waste management and economic development program . In January 1995 ,
Renew America, a national non-profit organization composed of prestigious businesses an d
community-based organizations, recognized the RMDZ program at its award ceremony i n
Washington, D .C., by awarding the Board and the RMDZ program a National Award fo r
Environmental Sustainability. This year the RMDZ program was selected by Renew America
and the National Awards Council for Environmental Sustainability for inclusion in th e
Environmental Success Index, a database, available to communities on the World Wide Web 2 ,
which describes successful environmental programs .

Other states such as Alaska and Rhode Island have expressed an interest in duplicating th e
RMDZ program. The state of Texas has passed enabling legislation to copy various aspect s
of the program and is intending to build a similar program of waste management an d
economic development .

At least one RMDZ has received statewide recognition for its accomplishments . The
California Association for Local Economic Development (CALED) selected the
Oakland/Berkeley RMDZ as a 1994 Award of Excellence winner, for producing tangibl e
economic results with an environmental business development strategy . It was chosen out of
a field of 24 applicants throughout California .

2The World Wide Web address is : http://solstice .crest .org/renew america.
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III. PROGRAM EVALUATION BY RMDZ
STAKEHOLDERS

Having reached the 40 RMDZ designation goal, the Board now recognizes that there is a need
to evaluate, modify and expand its services to both zone administrators and businesses . To
identify needed services, the Board has consistently solicited input from zone administrators .

In preparing this evaluation report, the Board surveyed zone administrators, businesses that
had been in contact with the RMDZ program, and economic development professionals .
These surveys, along with an analysis of the results, are included in Appendices B, C, and D ,
respectively. Appendix E contains comparisons of the results of the three surveys. The intent
of the surveys was to query these primary program "stakeholder" or "customer" groups abou t
the effectiveness of the program, satisfaction with the services provided, and suggestions for
improvement .

The surveys also examined issues related to future marketing efforts such as the importanc e
businesses place on specific factors when selecting a potential site. This aspect of the survey s
yielded important insights . For example; viewpoints of economic development professionals
and businesses differ with regard to the importance of local incentives and loan and gran t
programs in retention, attraction, and siting decisions for businesses. The economic
development professionals rated local loan and grant programs as the most important factor i n
siting businesses . The businesses, however, rated them as some of the least important factors .
Instead, the businesses judged access to markets and raw material supply as the two mos t
important factors . Other comparisons between the results of the three surveys are found i n
Appendix E .

These surveys were also a good source of information about "customer satisfaction . "
Respondents indicated the highest level of satisfaction with :

a. staff responsiveness ;
b. information provided on recycled materials ; and
c. referrals to other sources of assistance .

Respondents indicated the lowest level of satisfaction with :

a. permitting assistance ;
b. siting assistance; and
c. product marketing assistance .

•
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Overall, businesses were less satisfied with the program than either the zone administrators o r
the economic development professionals . Indeed, the most critical comments received were
about the credit and collateral requirements of the RMDZ Loan Program, which wer e
perceived by many to be too onerous and unreasonable . Of the 42 surveys returned by
businesses, 15 had received loans, 1 business has a loan pending, 3 had withdrawn thei r
applications, and 3 had been denied loans by the Board . Twenty-two of the 42 businesse s
returning surveys had contact with the Board's Loan Program .

The surveys also provided information on the program needs as perceived by the zon e
administrators . The principal areas of need for program assistance identified by the zon e
administrators include :

	

1 .

	

increased .Board funding for local administration of the RMDZ program ;

statewide provision for training for zone administrators in the areas o f
economic development and integrated waste management ;

3.

	

marketing assistance to the RMDZs by marketing the program statewide ,
nationally, and internationally ;

4.

	

additional statewide incentives for businesses to site in an RMDZ ;

5.

	

improvements in the Loan Program by making it more flexible, in
order to address the needs of start-up companies as well as established
firms;

6.

	

increased cooperation between the RMDZ program and other economi c
development programs;

7.

	

regional Board representatives to the RMDZs; and,

8.

	

more technical assistance in the evaluation of emerging technologies ,
business development, and analysis of secondary materials recycled -
content products markets .

The future direction of the Zone Program and program issues were discussed at the Zon e
Administrators' Workshop held in October 1995 in Sacramento . During that workshop, zone
administrators stressed the need to develop statewide incentive programs in addition to the 1
low interest loan program. According to some of the zone administrators, many local
incentives other than the loan program are highly significant in attracting businesses to th e
zones .
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IV .

	

ANALYSIS OF OBJECTIVES AND ISSUE S
FACING THE RMDZ PROGRAM IN 1996/199 7

Based on the evaluation of the RMDZ program to date and on the assessment of its role i n
achieving the Board's 50% diversion goal by the year 2000, the goal of the RMDZ progra m
for the next two to three years should be to create, in California, strong and sustainabl e
secondary materials-based industries, capable of absorbing an estimated 30 million tons o f
recovered materials each year . This is the total amount estimated by the Board to b e
necessary to achieve the 50% diversion rate by the year 2000 .

To achieve this goal, the Board must take a focused, pro-active approach, which seeks to
identify businesses and business opportunities for "getting to 50 percent ." This includes
implementing an aggressive marketing strategy which sets the agenda for targeting candidate
businesses, and pursuing them by offering the services they need to be able to feasibly us e
recycled materials in manufacturing and marketing recycled-content products .

Toward this end, it is recommended that the Board set the following objectives and adopt the
recommended actions for achieving them . These objectives and recommended actions ar e
based on, and are intended to, address the issues raised in the course of the Board's evaluatio n
of the RMDZ program, including surveys to the zone administrators, recycling-base d
businesses and other members of the recycling and economic development community . The
objectives are not listed here in specific order of importance ; however, the first three :

®

	

extension of the loan program, increasing awareness of the program, and technical assistanc e
to zones and businesses, and the last : securing adequate funding for the program, should b e
emphasized to ensure the success of the program .

Objective A : Ensure the extension of the RMDZ Loan Program through the year
2005 in accordance with the Board's May 1995 recommendations t o
the Legislature, including authorization to participate in CaICAP.

Issues :

1

	

The RMDZ Loan Program is scheduled to sunset on July 1, 1997 .

2.

	

Annual allocations from the IWMA to the RMDZ Loan Subaccount may b e
insufficient to meet loan demand over the next ten years .

•
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Analysis :

The RMDZ Loan Program is a key element of the RMDZ program and is one of the mos t
visible tools the Board has to attract businesses. However, under current law, the RMD Z
Loan Program will sunset on July 1, 1997, three years before local governments must mee t

the 50 percent waste diversion goal . RMDZs, which retain their designation for ten years ,
will lose one of the state's principal tools for recycling market development when the RMDZ
Loan Program sunsets .

Many zone administrators regard the RMDZ loans to be the program's strongest incentive .
Even if a business receives many other services from a zone, such as siting or feedstoc k
assistance, and even if it does not apply for a loan, it often is attracted to the RMDZ progra m
through knowledge of the existence of the loan program .

There is a significant demand for RMDZ loans . Zone administrators have expressed
considerable concern about the potential loss of the Loan Program. Without it, some zone
administrators expect to find it difficult to maintain local support for the RMDZ program .

Recognizing the importance of the RMDZ Loan Program and its significance as a busines s

,expansion, attraction, and retention incentive, in May 1995, the Board forwarded to th e
Legislature its recommendations for the extension of the Loan Program . The
recommendations contained in its report entitled, Recycling Market Development Zone Loan

Program Evaluation, are :

1.

	

Extend the RMDZ Loan Program sunset date from July 1, 1997, to
July 1, 2006 .

2.

	

Extend funding for the Loan Program by continuing the annual transfer of $ 5
million from the Integrated Waste Management Account (IWMA) until July 1 ,
2000 .

3.

	

Continue the Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan Sub-accoun t
beyond the year 2000, based on an analysis of the IWMA fund condition an d
Board program needs.

4.

	

Authorize the Board to participate in a pilot program with the Californi a
Capital Access Program (CaICAP), administered by the California Pollution
Control Financing Authority, for an amount not to exceed $500,000. Require .
the Board to evaluate its participation in the program and report its findings t o
the Legislature by March 31, 1999 .

The Board's recommendations are being considered by the Legislature this year in SB 1535 ,
Killea. Extension of the RMDZ Loan Program is currently one of the objectives of th e
California Association of Recycling market Development Zones .

RMDZ Program Evaluation Report Draft April 15, 1996
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Recommendations:

•

	

1 .

	

The Board should continue to work to secure the extension of the RMDZ loa n
program, consistent with its May 1995 recommendations, including seeking th e
ability to leverage its funds by enabling it to participate in CaICAP .

	

2 .

	

The Board should continue to consider other leveraging mechanisms to increase
the amount of loan funds available to it .

Objective B :

	

Increase awareness of the RMDZ program and the development of

recycling-based businesses in the zones.

Issues :

1.

	

The business communities within RMDZs and elsewhere in California and th e
nation, as a whole, have little awareness of the RMDZ program .

2.

	

The Board has no clear, statewide strategy for marketing the RMDZ progra m
or for targeting businesses which could expand or convert to the use o f
recycled feedstock within RMDZs or which could be attracted to the zones .

3.

	

Many RMDZs have limited financial and other resources to effectively market
their zones especially outside their immediate boundaries and to target
businesses they might be able to assist .

Analvsis :

During the first stages of individual zone development, local administrators looked fo r
existing manufacturing businesses that already used secondary materials and encouraged the m
to expand, or administrators found businesses that could convert to using recycled instead o f
virgin materials . Now, as the zones are maturing, they must expand their search and loo k
outside their boundaries to other parts of California, the nation and beyond. This broader
marketing effort is expensive, and few zones have the resources to address such marketin g
needs . If marketing efforts are to be intensified within the zones and expanded beyond the
zones the Board should assume a lead role .

Some zones have used outreach programs, using Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) cod e
to identify businesses to target . Oakland/Berkeley RMDZ has used the SIC code as a basis
from which to develop a business contact database .
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In a project funded by the USEPA, the Community Environmental Council used SIC codes t o
identify and target businesses in the Ventura and Long Beach RMDZs that might be ready fo r
conversion from using virgin materials to using secondary materials in their manufacturin g
processes. The Community Environmental Council's study identified 81 manufacturers i n
Ventura County and 47 manufacturers in the City of Long Beach interested in the expansion
of or conversion to the use of recycled feedstock . The identification of the target businesses
in these two RMDZs, using an SIC based survey, required approximately $20,000 t o
complete .

The Kaiser/San Bernardino RMDZ used the SIC code in designing a computerized, integrated
marketing tool . The successes of these programs provide a foundation upon which to build a
methodology that could be used by all the RMDZs and to build a program by which th e
Board could assist the RMDZs with outreach .

Over the past 18 months, the Board has advertised the RMDZ program widely, particularly
through national business development publications, spending approximately $80,000 of A B
1220 funds set aside for advertising. Working with the University Media Services
Department, California State University, Sacramento, the Board developed a ne w
advertisement to target businesses and inform them about the advantages of the RMD Z
program in California. Staff has received many inquiries from potential businesses because o f
the advertisement. The advertisement is being placed in a wide range of publications ,
including Plants Sites & Parks and Hemisphere . As an outcome of this advertising campaign ,
the Board has received 14 potential leads that staff are working with at this time . Additiona l
advertising is planned for this year .

Even after the marketing activities made possible by this one-time AB 1220 allocation, most
mainstream businesses, inside and outside of the RMDZs, remain unaware of the program' s
existence or the incentives it offers . It takes considerable repetition over time to establish a n
identity for a program and to promote a response through print advertising . As an illustration,
at the recent Westpack `95 national packaging exposition, staff met with representatives o f
more than one hundred manufacturers, most of whom are located in California . More than
forty of these businesses are currently using recycled materials in their manufacturin g
processes and seven of these are located in RMDZs, yet none was aware of the RMD Z
program .

Specific marketing assistance requested by zone administrators has included promotional
materials such as brochures and table top displays, national mail-outs and advertising, an
Internet home page and electronic bulletin board . Most of the zone administrators surveyed
stated that limitations of local resources contributed to the need for the Board to generate o r
assist with generating business leads . In addition, it may be more cost-effective for one entit y
to represent the RMDZs, especially for statewide or national advertising .

•
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In order to effectively increase awareness of the RMDZ program and thereby increase th e
•

	

recruitment of businesses the Board could develop a comprehensive marketing strategy whic h
targets specific businesses or business sectors . This strategy could target businesses, trad e
associations and business service providers such as lenders and accountants . Many of th e
zone administrators have indicated that they have already targeted the recycling businesse s
known to them . Now that these "easy ones" have all been contacted, it will take a mor e
aggressive outreach program to find and recruit businesses for the RMDZs .

The marketing strategy being developed by staff will contain an analysis of the industr y
sectors involved with each priority material . This analysis should point the outreach effort s
toward the industry sectors which have the greatest potential for achieving the RMD Z
program objectives . The tools used to target these businesses could include business survey s
using SIC data or manufacturers association databases, direct mail, articles placed in targete d
industrial newsletters and publications, as well as, use of advertising and attendance at trad e
shows .

The businesses most likely to take advantage of the RMDZ program are those already locate d
in RMDZs. The next likely targets would be businesses near the zones that are looking t o
expand their operations to new sites . Probably the least likely businesses to use the RMDZ
program, but the most desirable to many RMDZs, would be businesses wishing to relocat e
and move to California. To use most effectively the limited resources available to the Board ,
the marketing strategy should target, in order of priority, businesses within the RMDZs ,
businesses throughout the state and businesses throughout the United States and other
countries .

Recommendations :

1 .

	

This Spring, the Board should consider, adopt and begin implementation of a
marketing strategy . for the RMDZ program that makes efficient use of limite d
funds and maximizes the leveraging of outside resources to inform th e
manufacturing community about the benefits offered . This strategy should b e
directed : first, at the zones and their surrounding communities ; second, at the
rest of California ; and third, at other states and countries .

The focus of the marketing strategy should be to aggressively identify candidat e
manufacturers who could benefit from the RMDZ program and who could bes t
assist local governments in reaching their diversion mandates under AB 939 .

Toward this end, the Board should work pro-actively with the zones to targe t
and establish one-on-one working relationships with interested businesses, t o
assist those businesses in expanding or converting to the use of recycle d
feedstock and/or locating within the zones, while making maximum use of al l
available RMDZ services and benefits .
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Objective C :

	

Provide the zone administrators and recycling-based manufacturers
with direct "hands-on" technical assistance regarding siting decision s
and regulatory compliance, feedstock information, business planning
and development assistance, financing resources, manufacturing
technologies, and marketing assistance for recycled-content products .

Issues :

1.

	

The expertise of Board staff and zone administrators to provide thi s
range of services which prospective client businesses consider essential ,
vary greatly from one staff person to another and from zone to zone .

2.

	

Individual zones have vastly different and often limited financia l
resources available to them .

3.

	

Consistent and up-to-date business and technical information is no t
readily available for use by the Board and by the RMDZs .

4.

	

Zone administrators look to the Board for assistance in evaluatin g
recycling technologies presented to them by prospective businesses .

5.

	

. There is a need for greater cooperation and networking between th e
RMDZ program and other economic development programs .

Analysis :

Both Board and local zone staff have diverse backgrounds . A recent survey of zone
administrators found their backgrounds to be evenly divided between economic developmen t
and solid waste management . Most Board staff have backgrounds in waste management o r
economic development . It is unusual to find either Board or local staff well versed in bot h
waste management and economic development, yet the demands of the program necessitat e
that both Board and local staff become knowledgeable in these fields . (See the analysis of
Objective D for further discussion of the training needs of Board and local staff. )

In some cases, funding that existed when the program was initiated at the local level no
longer exists to cover outreach and administrative expenses ; local priorities have shifted and
the stress on city and county budgets has worsened .
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The variety of RMDZ resources makes developing assistance programs with universa l
. application more difficult. What works in an urban zone may not work in a rural zone . Rura l

RMDZs with fewer resources at their disposal often welcome more `hands-on' assistance fro m
the Board. Urban RMDZs with a more established economic development service network
more often desire the Board's assistance only with specific program or waste managemen t
issues . Some zones overlap with Enterprize Zones and can tap into the business developmen t
resources offered by this economic development program . Some counties and cities hav e
their own loan or grant programs available . Others have, as the only funding option for
businesses, the Board's low-interest Loan Program .

Needed Services

The zone administrators responding to the survey indicated that both urban and rural zone s
and the businesses located within them can benefit from the Board's ability to provide a
comprehensive range of technical assistance . This assistance would consist of a variety o f
specialized "hands-on" services, including :

• market information,

• technology evaluation,

• recycled feedstock identification,

coordination with other economic development programs and agencies ,

assistance with securing economic development incentives,

• business planning ,

product marketing support,

siting and permit assistance ,

financing assistance, an d

business waste audits .

Resource Identification

The Board could survey existing staff resources, at the Board and local level, to determine
expertise which can be made available to Board and local staff as needed . Where needed
expertise is required, particularly in business development and marketing, outside consultants
could be retained for assistance in the near-term, while Board staff and zone administrator s
were being trained for future needs .
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To identify the resources available to staff and businesses, Board staff has been preparing a
Business Resource Guide which will summarize information on business, technical, and

	

•
regulatory issues and resources available in California . This guide will be useful for staff
training, as well . Systematizing information that has been provided in the past will ensur e
zone administrators and businesses have. access to the same information .

Commodity Specific Informatio n

Staff of the Board's Waste Prevention and Market Development Division are researching and
will be publishing quarterly statewide market reports on the Board's priority materials : mixed
waste paper, compostable materials, high density polyethylene and mixed plastics . These
reports will include information on the quantity, quality, and prices of commonly recycle d
materials. These reports will be sent to the zone administrators starting this spring .

Further, under current waste management regulation, jurisdictions are required to report o n
their diversion programs . As the Board's Diversion, Planning and Local Assistance Divisio n
(DP&LA) collects this information on local diversion programs, reports providing mor e
regionalized information on potential feedstock may become available for use by the RMDZ s
and their manufacturers .

DP&LA is also developing a new waste characterization method which will include
characterization by SIC group . This should provide additional information for zone
administrators and businesses on potential feedstock .

The Board's working commodity groups are studying all aspects of secondary material s
collection and use for the following commodities : tires, compost, construction and demolitio n
debris, paper, and plastics . These groups have developed fact sheets on products and
processes that both businesses and zone administrators find useful . However, not all Board
staff, zone administrators, or economic development officers working with the RMDZs ar e
fully aware of these resources. Efforts should be made to inform the zone administrators
when the Board publishes tools that can be of use to them .

There is also some information on product availability and pricing through the Chicago Boar d
of Trade Recyclables Exchange . Due to the newness of the program, the information
available through it is limited . Currently most activity is in the Midwest and on the Eas t
Coast, but staff anticipate more widespread use of this resource in the coming years .

Leveraging Resources

Having Board staff work cooperatively with other economic development programs an d
agencies, such as the Trade and Commerce Agency, California Association for Local
Economic Development (CALED), and The California Business Incubation Network, o n
recycling economic development projects would further leverage the RMDZ program .
Although Board RMDZ staff work with economic development professionals on an individual
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basis, there is currently no coordination between the RMDZ program and other statewid e
•

	

public and private economic development organizations (such as the Trade and Commerc e
Agency and CALED) . This is due, in part, to the newness of the RMDZ program, and to th e
fact that the Board has not traditionally worked with these organizations .

The lack of working relationships with these organizations has resulted in lost opportunities t o
provide technical assistance to the RMDZs and their businesses . In addition, business lead s
and information which could help attract recycling-based businesses to the RMDZs have no t
been available on a consistent basis .

The Board's RMDZ staff is currently working to improve this situation, and to increase th e
Board's ties with other economic development programs . These efforts will be addressed i n
the development of the Board's RMDZ Marketing Strategy and in the update of the Board' s
Market Development Plan . Current plans for improving cooperation and networking includ e
holding regional meetings with each of the local Small Business Development Centers and th e
zone administrators in their service areas. Some zone administrators currently participate i n
regional economic development discussion groups, Board staff will assist zone administrator s
in developing similar discussion groups throughout the State .

Delivering the services

Testimony by some zone administrators at the Board's January 1996, Market Developmen t
Committee indicated that the R-Team approach of on-call assistance has been effective . The
Board needs to further refine the internal coordination between the R-Team and other Boar d
programs and better publicize the support that can be given .

The. Board could develop procedures to provide consistent and thorough responses by its staf f
to inquiries from zone administrators and businesses . This would ensure that each zone or
business is treated fairly . The Board should work to ensure that all zones receive needed
tools with which to conduct business .

Historically, the Board has provided individual services whenever requests were received fro m
zones and businesses . The Board could now undertake efforts to develop more aggressiv e
strategies for addressing rural and urban recycling economic development issues . These
strategies would be formed with input from the RMDZs and would address training needs ,
dedicated staffing levels (i .e., number of RMDZs assigned to each Board RMDZ staff) ,
specialized reference materials, and greater coordination with staff from other divisions an d
agencies . The goal of this strategy would be to empower zone administrators with the tool s
needed to successfully develop their RMDZs, not for the Board to take over the local zone
administration . The risk associated with this activity might be to give the impression that the
Board is rewarding jurisdictions which provide reduced resources to their RMDZs with
additional Board resources .

•

	

RMDZ Program Evaluation Report Draft April 15, 1996

21

	

`14



To address the differences in local RMDZ activities, sharing case studies of successful zone s
with all the zones would be helpful . Developing case studies to provide guidance woul d
initially require Board and zone administrators' time ; but, in the long run it would save tim e
for both.

The services to businesses could be provided by Board staff, local staff or an outsid e
consultant . In the near term, an outside consultant would likely be better able to provid e
some of the needed services while Board and local RMDZ staff are trained to better provid e
them in the future .

Recommendations :

1.

	

The Board should inventory the expertise of its staff and that of the zone staffs ,
and make a listing of expertise available to provide for mutual assistance .

2.

	

The Board should secure outside consultant services to supplement Board an d
zone staff expertise in areas such as business plan development and product
marketing assistance, while seeking to supplement and train staff to minimize
the need for consultant services in the long-run. These contracts, which woul d
provide direct services to RMDZ businesses on an as needed basis, could b e
partially funded out of the R-Team monies. R-Team contracts of this nature
are being considered at the Board's April 1996, Administration Committe e
meeting .

3.

	

The Board should continue to establish itself as a leader in developing ,
providing and evaluating information about recycled feedstock, secondary
materials and recycled-content product market conditions, and recyclin g
technologies. This should include publication of the quarterly market reports ,
lists of brokers and processors, and commodity fact sheets as well as th e
development of data bases on recycled content products and waste processin g
technologies .

4.

	

The Board should share information and increase the effectiveness of an d
support for the RMDZ program, zone administrators . Staff should compile ,
publish, and disseminate case studies of successful RMDZ program efforts t o
all zones and other interested parties, such as local officials, economi c
development professionals, and lenders .

5.

	

The Board should encourage its staff and assist the zones to develop working
relationships with other state economic development programs to leverage thei r
resources. Suggested programs to consult with include CALED, the Trade an d
Commerce Agency, the Business Environmental Assistance Center, and various
chambers of commerce in the RMDZs, and other small business servic e
providers.
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Objective D:

	

Fund ongoing training of Board and zone staff to enable them to
provide needed information and technical assistance to clien t
businesses.

Issues :

	

1 .

	

Zone administrators and Board staff have diverse educational and professiona l
backgrounds.

Zones have very limited resources to fund training activities, especially in light
of the breadth of training required, staff turnover, and program change s
encountered over time.

	

3 .

	

The Board should define its role and responsibility for sponsoring and/o r
approving training in the zone and loan program areas .

Analysis :

Training need s

A recent survey of zone administrators found them to be almost evenly divided into two
groups : those with economic development backgrounds and those with solid waste

®

	

backgrounds . In addition, there has been significant turnover among the zone administrators ,
leading to on-going training needs for zone staff. Zone administrators have indicated that it i s
very difficult for them to receive training funded through local jurisdictions' budgets .

The Board's RMDZ staff also comes from a variety of professional backgrounds . During the
administrative phase of the program, writing regulations and reviewing zone designation
applications were the skills most needed for programmatic success ; economic development
expertise was not as important to enable staff to be effective in the RMDZ program .

Now, with the program's focus shifting to economic development of recycling-base d
manufacturing throughout the state, it is imperative that both Board and local staff develo p
marketing, business and other technical assistance skills . Without . this expertise, it will be
difficult to provide the needed business development assistance the RMDZs . often require .
The lack of training in economic development can be especially limiting when staff i s
working with a zone administrator who needs training in a similar subject .

Previous training efforts

The Board has already committed considerable resources to training zone administrators .
Starting in 1991, the Board offered a series of four week-long classes in economic
development finance . The series was attended by approximately 75 local governmen t

•
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representatives . This training program, provided by the National Development Council, wa s
funded at a cost of $80,000 . Each participant who successfully completed this series of fou r
classes received an "Economic Development Professional" certification . Additionally, staff
has provided limited training in integrated waste management and economic development a t
workshops for the zone administrators .

Although the classes were given high marks by the participants, of the 75 local governmen t
participants, only four successfully completed the certificate program . The attendee s
attributed this high drop-out rate to the length of the classes, and to the high costs of lodging
and travel associated with attending the classes. Staff has determined that, to ensure
attendance of the zone administrators, any additional Board-funded training should be regiona l
and not exceed a maximum of two days .

Current training commitment s

On October 24, 1995, the Board approved $90,000 from the RMDZ Loan Sub Account (LSA )
for training of Board and zone staff. It also directed Board staff to develop a concept fo r
providing a level of ongoing support for the zones . In approving this expenditure, the Boar d
allocated the funds as follows :

• $10,000 for Board staff training to improve credit analysis and loan
origination ;

• $15,000 for standardized Loan Program administration training for al l
local zone staffs ; and

$65,000 for Board-approved optional training for local zone staffs tha t
have taken either the standardized training or the economic developmen t
finance training the Board provided in previous years .

The Board has contracted with The Training Source, a business outreach arm of Los Rio s
Community College District, to provide the economic development finance/loan originatio n
training for zone administrators and Board staff. This training is scheduled to begin in mid -
March 1996 with three regional, two-day training sessions . Board staff is currently working
to organize regional one-day solid waste training classes to be offered in mid-April 1996 .

Board staff is also seeking an interagency agreement to expend the $65,000 for optiona l
training for local zone staffs that have taken the standardized training described above . The
Board is developing procedures for the zone administrators to submit individual training
requests for training that will promote loan origination efforts, such as participation i n
seminars, and other special educational classes, and workshops of their choice . The Board
should complete the interagency agreement by April 30, 1996 .
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In fiscal year 1994-1995, the Board contracted with the State EDP Education Program to
•

	

provide an extensive series of marketing , classes for Board staff. To build on this staff
training, the Board has entered into an interagency agreement with . the Training Resourc e
Center in San Diego to provide the $10,000 from the LSA (see above) for the advance d
training in credit analysis and loan origination and $12,000 from the Board's training fund s
for economic development finance, business credit,analysis, and real estate finance . For the
coming fiscal year, additional training is under consideration to improve the Board's and loca l
zone staffs' negotiating abilities and to have successful zone administrators present th e
planning and marketing strategies that have attracted and retained successful businesses i n
their zones .

Future trainin g

The Board should develop an ongoing, comprehensive training program to give Board an d
local zone staff the skills they need to be successful and to ensure the quality of loa n
packages submitted to the Board. . The program should provide training to bring participant s
to an acceptable knowledge level in both economic development and integrated wast e
management . This program would provide initial and on-going training for Board and local
zone staff in :

business plan development
market plan development and product promotio n
credit analysi s
integrated waste management
recycling manufacturing technologies, an d
new and emerging technologies .

Training should be provided on an ongoing basis to address developing technologies, changin g
markets, and staff turnover . After the initial phase of the training has taken place, a n
additional assessment will be made of the zone administrators and Board staff training need s
and an additional training program will be proposed prior to the next fiscal year .

There are several options for funding the zone-related training program . The Board could
fund training for Board staff and rely on each zone to fund its own staff. This could result in
zone administrators in well funded zones receiving training, and others not receiving it . If the
Board funded the training for Board and all local RMDZ staff, it would insure a standardize d
level of competency in the needed fields, and ensure quality loan origination efforts . The
Board could require some matching of funds, even a modest amount, which could constitute a
demonstration of local zone commitment to the program .
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Recommendations :

1.

	

In light of limited zone resources, and the diversity and breadth of trainin g
required, the need for ongoing training, and the desirability of a commo n
denominator in certain subject areas, the Board should continue t o
sponsorand/or approve specific training courses for Board and zone staff .
Training should be conducted on a basis that offers the best economy of scale .

2.

	

The cost of training of zone staff by the Board, should be approved in advanc e
and reimbursed to the zones, for completed courses, within specified dollar
limits and a minimum required local match of at least 5% .

Objective E :

	

Investigate and implement feasible new incentives to provide zone
administrators with additional tools to assist, attract and retain
recycling businesses.

Issues :

Incentives to businesses now offered by some RMDZs, or by enterprise ,
redevelopment, economic, or other types of zones, could substantially enhanc e
the ability of the RMDZs to attract or retain recycling businesses .

	

2 .

	

California competes for business development in the national and internationa l
markets . Such incentives could enhance California's competitiveness in these
markets .

Analysis :

The RMDZs, and all of California's jurisdictions, compete for business development i n
national and international markets . To increase the RMDZs' competitive edge, the zone
administrators have repeatedly stated the need for additional incentives, including tax credit s
for recycling-based manufacturers, and more management, marketing, and technical assistanc e
for businesses.

The first step in increasing the competitiveness of the RMDZs is to analyze the strengths an d
weaknesses of the competition . Gathering information from other states and from other stat e
and local agencies on incentive systems that work is an important first step in providing a
framework for considering additional incentives to attract and retain businesses . To
accomplish this staff could conduct a telephone survey of other states to identify incentives
offered throughout the nation . In addition, recycling publications have articles analyzing thes e
incentives. By examining these publications, staff could conduct a literature search for
suggestions for incentives . After this analysis of available incentives, staff could report bac k
to the Market Development Committee with additional recommendations on incentives t o
pursue .

19
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Staff could also work with other state agencies involved in economic development an d
. permitting to design business assistance information packets . The strength of this proposal i s

that business outreach efforts would be coordinated, and businesses would become aware of
more resources available to them . Staff would also spend less time "reinventing the wheel, "
and coordinating with other state and local agencies could leverage awareness of the RMD Z
program. It should be noted that some state economic development offices are focussed o n
large companies, not small, recycling-based manufacturing operations, and may not wish to
spend time assisting Board staff with smaller companies .

Tax Credits

Giving an extra edge to businesses through tax credit programs is a possible inducement fo r
businesses . However, the value of the incentive depends on the design of the tax credi t
program. If the credits cannot be rolled over to future years, and if a start-up business ha s
little or no profit in the first few years of activities, which is often the case, then the tax credi t
program may not be a strong incentive . In addition, California recently enacted legislation to _
give all businesses, including recycling businesses substantial tax credits .

The Board's Recycling Equipment Tax Credit Program ended on January 1, 1994 . The
Board's report to the legislature determined that, while tax credits had a positive effect in
attracting economic development in California, modifications to the program could greatl y
increase a program's effectiveness . For example, many of the applicants were not aware o f
the credit at the time of purchase. Also, those that took advantage of it were in sectors tha t
already had developed markets . The major users were asphalt/concrete recyclers an d
steel/metal recyclers . Experience has shown it is profitable to recycle these secondar y
materials without special incentives. The credit was, therefore, a windfall for these types o f
businesses and not an incentive to purchase recycling equipment for manufacturing. In
addition, many small businesses lease equipment ; the tax credit was limited to owners who
operate the equipment so those leasing equipment could not benefit from it . Finally,
manufacturers and processors of certain containers designed for reuse were not eligible for th e
tax credit .

If a tax credit program were designed to overcome these shortfalls and be available fo r
specific secondary materials markets, such as, the Board's targeted materials, then such a
program would likely stimulate increased recycling and encourage economic developmen t
within the state . However, due to the unpredictability of legislative changes, any incentives
requiring legislation, might take years to materialize and therefore could not be counted o n
until they actually signed into law .
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Other Incentives

There may be additional incentives already available to the RMDZs, which are not bein g
utilized . Some zones overlap with Enterprise Zones or may be in regions served by othe r
special programs such as the California Economic Revitalization Team . Increased cooperation
with other economic development programs and agencies would help identify these availabl e
incentives and would be of little or no cost to the Board . The increased cooperation with
other economic development programs is also discussed in the analysis of Objective C .

Incentives such as management and assistance in identifying potential businesses and market s
for products could be provided through a variety of means . Management assistance woul d
include direct consultation with recycling-based businesses to develop marketing plans an d
assist with other management decisions . Board staff is currently proposing a contract for fisca l
year 1996-97 to provide management and marketing assistance to recycling-based businesses
situated within RMDZs. Hiring contractors for this type of business assistance is als o
discussed in the analysis of Objective C .

Recommendations :

1 .

	

Direct staff to investigate the feasibility of business incentives offere d
throughout the country and return, by June 30, 1996, with recommendation s
regarding their feasibility and steps required for implementation in the RMDZs .

Objective F :

	

Develop a zone & loan program reporting system at the Board and in
the zones, to track business contacts and other zone activities such as ,
materials diverted, jobs created, technical assistance services, an d
resources expended

Issues :

1 .

	

It is difficult to obtain timely and accurate information on program results an d
program needs .

Analysis :

In order to better track the successes of the RMDZ program and to test the effectiveness o f
particular activities, such as Board outreach efforts or Board allocation to individual zones, the
Board needs more information on zone outreach efforts, business assistance activity, economi c
development and diversion accomplishments. The same information that would help the
Board with program administration would also be beneficial to local staff as they refine thei r
local programs and seek continued local and legislative support for their activities .
Information on successful local programs could be shared with other zones to help improv e
the performance of the overall program .
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The zone administrators do not work directly for the Board, and are, therefore, not directly
•

	

accountable to it . This primarily affects the ability of the Board to acquire the reportin g
capability it needs to set and achieve specific quantifiable objectives, such as developin g
aggregate figures for the zones on the tonnage diverted, businesses assisted, and jobs created
statewide, and it affects the ability of the Board to report to the Legislature on the success o f
the program .

A zone administrator is required by regulation to report the names and addresses of recyclin g
businesses in the zone and the types and amounts of postconsumer waste materials used a s
feedstock by the recycling businesses in the zone. The report is due at the Board annually o n
the anniversary of the zone's final designation . However, there are no legislatively mandated
penalties for not reporting this information .

Some RMDZs, especially those administered by an economic development officer, provid e
more specific and extensive data to the Board . Economic development programs traditionall y
report to their elected officials the number of businesses served, attracted, expanded, an d
retained . It is a relatively simple matter to extend this data to include the tons diverted an d
jobs created by these businesses . However, RMDZs administered by solid waste department s
are not usually accustomed to collecting and reporting this type of information .

The Board has developed an annual report template format to make the responses as easy a s
possible for the zones. However, some zones are behind in their reporting and not all zone s
use the format developed by the Board, making the data difficult to aggregate . Also,
businesses are not required to report diversion through manufacturing with secondary
materials to the Board or to local zone administrators . Therefore, if the zone administrator
does report the information on recycling businesses, there is no assurance that they hav e
identified the complete universe of recycling-based industries . Some businesses do not like to
be identified with making products with secondary materials, and would balk at bein g
included in such data .

The Board could retain an outside consultant to collect this data. However, an outside
consultant would likely face the same difficulties staff do in collecting information . Having
staff work with the zone administrators to develop a more satisfactory reporting process wil l
likely improve the working relationships between the zone administrators and the Board . In
order to promote the use of this enhanced reporting process, it should be developed with th e
zone administrators to address their reporting needs as well as the Board's . To enhance
cooperation, it may even be possible to provide some specific incentive, such as funding, to
RMDZs that provide a certain set of data (see discussion under Objective H) .

Another option is to revise the zone regulations to require more extensive reporting . Due to
the competing duties already facing the zone administrators, changes in regulations to "force "
the issue of reporting might not result in better reporting unless there was some significan t
penalty for non-compliance. This could result in a more adversarial relationship between the
zone administrators and the Board .
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Recommendations :

	

1 .

	

To provide for more complete and consistent information about program
activities and future program needs, the Board should work with the zones t o
develop and institute a uniform business and administrative tracking an d
reporting system, such as ACT! (a contact management software) and othe r
appropriate fiscal record-keeping systems . The use of such systems, whe n
developed, should be required of the zones by the Board as a condition o f
financial support (One option for providing financial incentives for reporting is
discussed in the analysis of Objective H, Option 4 .) .

Information, required to be supplied semi-annually by the zones, should includ e
the number of businesses contacted, type of assistance offered, responses, an d
results . The information compiled would be reported to the Board and to the
zones semi-annually .

Objective G:

	

Limit Board consideration of Zone expansions to those which clearly
demonstrate a commitment to furthering the Program's economic
development objectives.

Issues :

	

1 .

	

Having reached its 40 zone objective, should the Board's limited staff resource s
directed at assisting the designated zones be diluted by processing zon e
expansions?

Analysis :

Although the Board will not be designating new RMDZs, local jurisdictions continue to cal l
for information about joining RMDZs already designated . The development and review of
these expansion applications (technically `redesignation applications') require significant
Board staff time. Board staff expects to bring to the Board approximately five redesignatio n
applications each calendar year . The Board has already approved 3 expansions, and i s
currently working on 11 active RMDZ expansions . In addition, staff responds to frequen t
inquiries from jurisdictions about inclusion in RMDZs . Even if these jurisdictions choose no t
to join an RMDZ, it takes staff time to meet with representatives, educate them about th e
program, and inform them about the expansion process .

Although there will continue to be only 40 zones, adding additional jurisdictions within thos e
zones will result in additional staff time being needed to provide an adequate level of servic e
to the zones . For this reason, there is the possibility that too many additional jurisdiction s
could negatively impact the success of the program .
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To alleviate the problems resulting from zone expansions, the Board . could decide to not gran t
•

	

any expansions for a two year period . This would free staff from the requirement o f
reviewing the expansion applications and instead, more staff time could be dedicated t o
servicing the zones . Zone expansions, however, contribute to the growth of the state' s
recycling industry and allow for an increase in geographic areas available for siting ne w
facilities . They expand the pool of qualified borrowers and projects for the RMDZ Loan
Program. In addition, the Board is taking a proactive .position toward creating busines s
development in the decommissioned military bases . Some of these bases are not in RMDZs .
If the Board ceases to allow zone expansions, then options to locate in a military base by a
business may not be able to be considered .

Some of the jurisdictions now wishing to join a particular RMDZ were originally part of the
zone's application and supported the zone at the time of application but were not ready t o
participate . Several applications stated that the RMDZ would be expanding later to includ e
these jurisdictions .

As an alternative to ceasing expansions, the Board could direct staff to perform more critica l
analysis of expansion applications to ensure that the expansion will provide a definite benefi t
to the RMDZ. For example, if the jurisdiction has no zoned industrial land, staff woul d
question what they can bring in terms of potential sites for a recycling-based business to the
zone . This issue is somewhat self-correcting, however, because any new jurisdictions must
convince the city councils or boards of supervisors of the existing jurisdictions to support the '
expansion . To convince these decision-makers, the new jurisdictions usually have to mak e
some specific commitments of support for the program. These commitments typically include
specific resources such as staff, or an annual allocation of funds .

Recommendations :

1 .

	

The Board should direct staff to work to ensure that redesignation application s
brought to it for consideration clearly demonstrate how the proposed expansion
will serve to further the objectives of the RMDZ program, including the
applicant's commitment to support zone activities and to actively pursu e
recycling economic development .

•
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.Objective H: Secure adequate and sustained funding for the RMDZ progra m
and ensure that the Zone and Loan Programs are implemented
efficiently by the zones at the local leve L

Issues :

1 .

	

There are increasing demands for Board support of the RMDZ Program ,
especially at the local level, where funding for many RMDZs is inadequate .

Analysis :

To date, primary funding for the RMDZ program has come from the Integrated Wast e
Management Account (IWMA), including its RMDZ Loan Sub-Account (LSA) . The LSA i s
funded through a $5 million annual allocation from the IWMA for direct lending and othe r
loan program administration costs . This allocation will terminate on July 1, 1997, unles s
extended by the legislature .

Program activities funded by the IWMA and LSA to date have included outreach efforts ,
technical assistance to zones and businesses (this includes : business development, marketing ,
financing & technology assessment, and loan origination, packaging, underwriting, processing
and servicing), training of Board and zone staffs, reviewing zone designation and expansio n
applications, and overall program administration .

Periodic funding has also been available from other sources, such as the one-time allocation
through AB 1220 and the R-Team grant from the USEPA . The one-time allocation from
AB 1220 provided up to $25,000 to the 29 RMDZs in existence in June 1994, for outreac h
and marketing. The R-Team grant has also funded some outreach activities and other RMD Z
program support .

Looking ahead to the year 2000, it is anticipated that program funding will need to b e
considered particularly in the following areas :

• implementing the marketing strategy (Objective B) ,

• providing the enhanced services to the zones and businesses (Objective C) ,

• providing training for staff and zone administrators (Objective D) ,

• implementing a program tracking and reporting system (Objective F) ,

Future program funding could come from the IWMA, LSA, grants from the federa l
government, foundations and/or other private organizations, or from special legislativ e
appropriations .
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There are limitations to the use of LSA funds for RMDZ activities . Board legal staff have
• advised that LSA monies, according to statute, are to be used solely for the purposes o f

making loans to entities within zones and for administrative costs directly related to th e
operation of the loan program . Utilization of the monies for other zone activities is no t
within the stated parameters of the RMDZ revolving loan program's statutory provision s

In addition, existing law requires that annual allocations from the IWMA to the LSA will b e
repaid with interest upon termination of the loan program . For that reason, expenditures of
LSA dollars for purposes other than direct lending, should be kept to a minimum in order t o
maximize the ability of the Board to repay the IWMA .

The innovative nature of this program may attract grant funds, but there are no guarantees of
long-term funding from such sources. Also, in light of the uncertainty of the State Budget, i t
is unlikely that sustained state appropriations can be counted on over time .

In this Zone Program Evaluation process, zone administrators identified increased Board
support to the zones, as a principal need forthe successful implementation of the RMD Z
program at the local level . The key issue for the Board at this point is to define its role an d
responsibility vis-a-vis the zones and what assistance it should provide to the zones, to bes t
carry out overall program objectives .

The concern most commonly expressed by the zone administrators, in responses to our survey ,
was that funding at the local level is inadequate . They have requested that the Board provide

®

	

additional funding for tasks such as business recruitment, screening for potential loan
candidates, training, and technical assistance to businesses, all of which are identified as majo r
components of the proposed objectives .

The discussion and recommendations below consider the key Board options for providing th e
zones with additional resources needed for the broad range of RMDZ program activities .

In its future consideration of providing financial assistance to the zones, the Board may :

1 .

	

Continue and expand support to the zones by providing staff assistance and
services, such as business siting and feedstock identification, technical assistanc e
in the areas of business development, marketing, training and the production ,
printing and mailing of marketing and other materials .

The Board could contract for consultant services and make them available to all th e
ones on an as needed basis. This could be patterned after the Loan Program's curren t

Financial Technical Assistance Contract . (Providing enhanced services to the zones is
also discussed in the analysis of Objective C) .

•
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Pro
• Board staff could continue to provide and expand and improve services to th e

zones, as needed .

• The Board could maintain better control and provide consultant services of a
higher and more uniform quality than individual zones .

• This approach would enable the Board to provide better accountability for
program activities and for the expenditure of scarce funds .

Con
• Some Board-provided service providers may not be as familiar with specia l

local situations as locally hired consultants .

• Zones may not have sufficient funds for additional local staffing .

2 .

	

Provide funding assistance to the RMDZs for the full range of zone activities .
Zones would be reimbursed for specific accomplishments, agreed upon in advance
by the Board and the zones, up to a specified amount per year, paid out of th e
IWMA or LSA, as appropriate.

Under this option, each zone would be required to submit a proposed plan of action to
be approved by the Board . The plans would specify cost for activities and
accomplishments that could be reimbursed to the zones, the zones' responsibilities i n
carrying out the plans, and reporting requirements for reimbursements .

Pro
This would provide local funding for a broad range of RMDZ activities wit h
specific amounts earmarked for specific activities.

Plans would be established to meet specific needs of specific zones within th e
Board's overall program objectives .

This would provide justification for the zone administrators to spend more tim e
working on RMDZ program activities .

This may require additional resources to administer, and ensure performanc e
and compliance by the 40 zones, which are somewhat autonomous and whose
administrators are not directly accountable to the Board .

It could result in fragmented implementation of a statewide program, and a les s
than optimal use of limited funds .
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Funding provided out of the LSA would reduce funds available for lending t o
businesses .

3 .

	

Provide incentives to the RMDZs, that are intended to increase loan production .

a.

	

Provide funding assistance to the RMDZs through the IWMA, or throug h
the LSA, for recruitment of loan candidates and packaging of loan
applications . The reimbursement of up to $1,000 per zone per quarter o n
an hourly basis has been suggested, for a maximum of $160,000 per yea r
statewide.

To be meaningful, such reimbursement should be made for closed loans an d
would occur several months after the recruitment activity has occurred .
Moreover, the uncertainty that a particular loan will close, could reduce th e
incentive value to the zone administrator . An incentive program would likel y
require regulations to provide clear criteria for qualification for the incentive s
and to allow the affected parties to comment, as well as to develop a
"reasonable basis" argument for the Board in the event of litigation .

Pro The RMDZs would have an additional funding source to help suppor t
loan generation activities .

• This may serve as a catalyst for the zone administrators to spend mor e
time working with the Loan Program .

• This would ensure that funding from the Board is used for RMDZ loan
generation activities

Con
• It may take 6-12 months for needed regulations to be in place and wil l

require substantial staff efforts on the part of a small zone staff to
prepare .

• Fees can only be given under specific circumstances . A March 1995
Attorney General's opinion states that the "finder's fee" is limited t o
those who merely introduce one party to another and do nothing more ; a
"finder" cannot engage in any negotiation with regard to a loan .
Therefore, there is substantial doubt that finder's fees could be paid by
the Board to the zones.
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Zones with existing resources would be more likely to receive Boar d
funding than those without resources, creating greater disparity amon g
the zones .

This amount may be too small to serve as a catalyst for most zones .
The amount which may be required to make this allocation meaningful
to most zones, small and large, urban and rural, having one or multipl e
jurisdictions, may have to be larger, such as several thousand dollars pe r
quarter .

As testified by several zone administrators, much of their activity in .
attracting recycling based businesses to their zones centers on incentive s
and services other than the loan program, thus limiting the value of thi s
incentive as a catalyst for loan generation for some zones.

An inter-agency agreement with each zone may be required t o
implement this proposal . Administration of 40 inter-agency agreements
would require significant Board staff resources .

Situations where Board and zone staff disagree over the viability of a
particular loan, could lead to an adversarial relationship between Boar d
and zone staff, thus adversely affecting zone and Board relations .

b .

	

Provide a "finder's fee," paid out of loan 'points,' for each RMDZ-
generated loan closed. To be consistent with private industry, such fees
would have to be 3-5% of the loan value .

An incentive program would likely require regulations to provide clear criteria
for qualification for the incentives and to allow the affected parties to comment ,
as well as to develop a "reasonable basis" argument for the Board in the even t
of litigation .

Pro
This fee would directly link the incentive with the desired result : closed
loans .

The RMDZs would have an additional funding source .

This could serve as a catalyst and provide for the zone administrators t o
spend more time working with the Loan Program .

RMDZ Program Evaluation Report Draft April 15, 1996

•

36



•

• This would help provide justification for local efforts toward loa n
origination by providing direct compensation for successful loan
closures .

Con
• It may take 6-12 months for regulations to be in place and will requir e

substantial staff efforts on the part of a small zone staff to prepare .

• Fees can only be given under specific circumstances . A March 199 5
Attorney General's opinion states that the "finder's fee" is limited t o
those who merely introduce one party to another and do nothing more ; a
"finder" cannot engage in any negotiation with regard to a loan . There
is, thus, substantial doubt that finder's fees could be paid by the Boar d
to the zones.

A finder's fee could create a conflict between the Board's fiduciar y
responsibility to reduce credit risk and a RMDZ's interest in collecting
the finder's fee for its efforts, leading to an adversarial relationshi p
between the Board and the zones . .

c .

	

Enter into a contract with the California Association of Recycling Marke t
Development Zones (CARMDZ) or similar organization, to . provide for
reimbursement to individual zones for specific, Board approved RMDZ
activities.

The Board could develop a "menu" of approved, RMDZ activities, for whic h
reimbursement would be determined by the CARMDZ. The fund could be set
up to provide reimbursement on a first-come-first-served basis up to a
maximum of $6,000 per zone, or $240,000 statewide . Based on the Board' s
experience with the AB 1220 contracts it is expected that not all zones wil l
fully utilize their share. It is expected that the amount needed would be aroun d
75 to 80% of the total, or $180,000 to $192,000 .

If this were funded from the LSA, the activities would be limited, by statute, t o
"loan administration" activities . Based on the zone administrator survey and
discussions with the zone administrators, zone administrators spend a
substantial amount of time on recycling business development that is not
directly loan-related, such as siting and permitting assistance . Funding thi s
option through the IWMA would provide for more flexibility of use .

Pro
The RMDZs would have an additional funding source .
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• This would eliminate the need for 40 inter-agency agreements o r
contracts .

• The Board would be able to more easily monitor and administe r
expenditure of funds through one contractor, ensuring the funds are used
for RMDZ activities .

• The first-come-first-served approach would encourage the zones to
initiate the activity early on, when it will be most beneficial to th e
program, rather than waiting until the last possible moment that invoice s
can be submitted .

• Administrative overhead charges payable to the CARMDZ woul d
provide a source of funding for the organization .

• This would provide the Board with additional information about RMDZ
activities .

Con
• Active, well-funded zones would be more apt to submit invoices fo r

approved activities, thereby perpetuating the funding disparity between
zones .

• Providing reimbursement on a first-come-first-served basis would no t
guarantee a zone reimbursement for an approved activity . (The zone
could, however, inquire into the state of the fund before initiating a
billable activity. )

• The CARMDZ is not currently staffed or funded for administering thi s
type of contract .

4 .

	

Provide incentives to the RMDZs to encourage increased reporting of RMD Z
activities . This could be in the form of a modest stipend, from the IWMA to
RMDZs who submit to the Board a semi-annual report which includes specifie d
information .

Pro
Provides support to RMDZs who meet minimum reporting requirements . This
funding could be used for purposes other than loan administration, such a s
documenting and quantifying success and tracking expenditures .

Setting a modest, maximum, limit would provide valuable information on a
consistent semi-annual basis and could cover the cost of maintaining an d
reporting such information .
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Con
• There are already significant demands on the IWMA .

An incentive program would likely require regulations to provide clear criteri a
for qualification for the incentives and to allow the affected parties to comment ,
as well as to develop a "reasonable basis" argument for the Board in the event
of litigation . It may take 6-12 months for such regulations to be in place and
will require substantial staff efforts on the part of a small zone staff to prepare .

Essential information should be reported by the zones as a part of their
obligation in being designated RMDZs and the support they now receive fro m
the Board without special financial reimbursements .

5 .

	

Seek overall program funding, including zone assistance funding, from federal o r
private sources.

Pro
• Since this is an innovative, unique program with strong environmental an d

economic development implications, outside funding might possibly be
obtained .

• Funding obtained through grants could be provided to the zones withou t
competing with other Board programs and priorities.

Con

▪ Considerable staff resources will have to be expended to identify and pursu e
opportunities for grants or other funding sources with no guarantee of success .

• It is doubtful that grant funding could be sustained over several years .

• Efforts this year by a Board-funded contractor to find grants for recycling -
based businesses were not successful .

6 . Assist RMDZs that do not have adequate local funding with developing budget
packages justifying their programs at the local level or with moving the RMDZ
program to a another local agency willing and able to commit sufficient funding .

Board staff could provide zone administrators with information which could be used t o
justify local budget allocations . Also, it could be suggested to some jurisdictions tha t
local administration of the zone program could be moved from an inadequately funde d
agency to a more adequately funded local agency, such as from a public works office
to an economic development office .
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Pro

•
This proposal works within the local budget structure and therefore would ge t
buy-in from the local managers and elected officials .

It places some of the planning burden on the Board to provide the loca l
RMDZs with program justification and avoids the need to "reinvent the wheel "
in each local jurisdiction .

Con
• A local reorganization of the RMDZ program may require the affected RMD Z

to apply for redesignation (14 CCR, section 17914) .

• In the case of the need to reorganize locally, one office or agency may not
want to give up the function even if it would mean a stronger performance .

• Board assistance with local budgeting packages might be viewed as interferenc e
in the local budget and decision making process .

• Considerable Board staff time could be spent dealing with local issues an d
politics rather than helping zone administrators develop businesses .

Recommendations :

The Board should consider appropriate financial support for the RMD Z
program at the State and zone levels as a part of its annual budget process .

2.

	

To maximize the amount of capital available for loans, the Board shoul d
minimize paying for loan program administrative costs from the' LSA . The
Board should, in addition, adopt a policy that, when demand for loan fund s
exceeds the available supply, it shall avoid paying for any and all costs fro m
the Loan Subaccount for activities other than directly funding loans .

3.

	

The Board should continue to fund and provide services which can be utilize d
by all the zones, including business siting and feedstock identification ,
technical assistance in the areas of business development, marketing, trainin g
and the production, printing and mailing of marketing and other materials .
These services would be provided annually based on available funding, a s
determined by the Board .

4.

	

The Board should assist the zones to develop and utilize project and cos t
tracking and reporting systems to document program performance and success .
It should provide a stipend to zones which comply with the Board's trackin g
and reporting requirements .
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5.

	

To help provide adequate and sustained program funding, the Board shoul d
actively seek to obtain federal funds and other financial support to supplemen t
the zones' and the Board's program resources .

6.

	

The Board should assist the zones to seek increased local funding, by providin g
them with information about the program's potential local benefits .

The Board should provide direction regarding the establishment of financia l
incentives for the zones .

•
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SUMMARY OF COMMITTEE

A primary goal of the Recycling Markel Deveioptrtent Zone Program is to generate$i 0
million to tnittal loan applications anti approximately $3 million m

d
osed loans per quarter

or $40 million to applications and $12 a prop ut Closed loans tier year This is a prelunmary
goal subject to ratification or modification when staff hangs forwardµthe RMDZ marketin g
strategy .

V.
RECOMMENDATION S

Objective A :

Recommendations :

Ensure the extension of the RMDZ Loan Program through the year
2005 in accordance with the Board's May' 1995 recommendations to
the Legislature, including authorization to participate in CaICAP.

•

1 . The Board should continue to work to secure the extension of the RMDZ loa n
program, consistent with its May 1995 recommendations, including seeking th e
ability to leverage its funds by enabling it to participate in CaICAP .

The Board should continue to consider other leveraging mechanisms to increase
the amount of loan funds available to it .

Objective B :

	

Increase awareness of the RMDZ program and the development of
recycling-based businesses in the zones.

Recommendations :

This Spring, the Board should consider, adopt and begin implementation of a
marketing strategy for the RMDZ program that makes efficient use of limite d
funds and maximizes the leveraging of outside resources to inform th e
manufacturing community about the benefits offered . This strategy should b e
directed : first, at the zones and their surrounding communities; second, at the
rest of California ; and third, at other states and countries .

The focus of the marketing strategy should be to aggressively identify candidat e
manufacturers who could benefit from the RMDZ program and who could bes t
assist local governments in reaching their diversion mandates under AB 939 .
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Toward this end, the Board should work pro-actively with the zones to targe t
and establish one-on-one working relationships with interested businesses, t o
assist those businesses in expanding or converting to the use of recycle d
feedstock and/or locating within the zones, while making maximum use of al l
available RMDZ services and benefits .

Staff is directed to also include the provision of general promauonaI materials
as part ofthe strategy.

Staff is directed to prepare' ecommendations nn what can be done at the'State
level to assist recycling businesses Through the local and State permitting
processes;

StWig : direoted to evatuate;and compare thei _program s Credit an !a: Collateral
requirements with?'other State and eointuerctal lending :programs :and report
back to the Committee at the nearest! possible date .

Staff is directed to: review and report hack of _potential modifications #hat could.
e made to the program to'encourage smaller startup' businesses.

Objective C :

	

Provide the zone administrators and recycling-based manufacturers
with direct "hands-on" technical assistance regarding siting decision s
and regulatory compliance, feedstock information, business planning
and development assistance, financing resources, manufacturing
technologies, and marketing assistance for recycled-content products .

Recommendations :

1.

	

The Board should inventory the expertise of its staff and that of the zone staffs,
and make a listing of expertise available to provide for mutual assistance .

2.

	

The Board should secure outside consultant services to supplement Board an d
zone staff expertise in areas such as business plan development and product
marketing assistance, while seeking to supplement and train staff to minimize
the need for consultant services in the long-run. These contracts, which would
provide direct services to RMDZ businesses on an as needed basis, could b e
partially funded out of the R-Team monies . R-Team contracts of this nature
are being considered at the Board's May Administration Committee meeting . F
Staff is directed to consider to the scheduled May Admtntstration Committe e
item on k Team contracts the feasibility ofusmg only R Team funds:for
implementation of:the marrketint strategy
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3. The Board should continue to establish itself as a leader in developing ,
providing and evaluating information about recycled feedstock, secondar y
materials and recycled-content product market conditions, and recyclin g
technologies. This should include the publication of quarterly market reports .

4. The Board should share information and increase the effectiveness of and
support for the RMDZ program, zone administrators . Staff should compile ,
publish, and disseminate case studies of successful RMDZ program efforts to
all zones and other interested parties, such as local officials, economi c
development professionals, and lenders 1Staff is directed to structure case
studies so that they address specific: questions and needs of the targeted
audiences'

5. The Board should encourage its staff and assist the zones to develop workin g
relationships with other state economic development programs to leverage thei r
resources. Suggested programs to consult with include CALED, the Trade and
Commerce Agency, the Business Environmental Assistance Center, and variou s
chambers of commerce in the RMDZs, and other small business servic e
providers Staff is also diTectedto coordinate w1th additional entities such as
the Small Business Admrmstrauon Districts and Branches and Certified
Development Companies! .

6

	

Staff is directed tv recognize differences m Zone needs and wo k with
individual Zone AAdininistrators to provide appropriate service s

Objective D :

	

Fund ongoing training of Board and zone staff to enable them to
provide needed information and technical assistance to clien t
businesses.

Recommendations :

1 .

	

In light of limited zone resources, and the diversity and breadth of trainin g
required, the need for ongoing training, and the desirability of a common
denominator in certain subject areas, the Board should continue to sponsor
and/or approve specific training courses for Board and zone staff . Training
should be conducted on a basis that offers the best economy of scale . Staff i s
directed. fo mclude all*future training requests as part of the Board's ra ning
Budget, this should include consideration not only of framing for Board :staff,
but also for Zone: Administrator s
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? . The cost of training of zone staff by the Board, should be approved in advanc e
and reimbursed to the zones, for completed courses, within specified dolla r
limits and a minimum required local match of at least 5%, either to cash! : of in
kind seruices

Objective E :

Recommendations :

Investigate and implement feasible new incentives to provide zon e
administrators with additional tools to assist, attract and retai n
recycling businesses.

Direct staff to investigate the feasibility of business incentives offere d
throughout the country and return' later thus meal with recommendations
regarding their feasibility and steps required for implementation in the RMDZs .

Objective F :

Recommendations :

Develop a zone & loan program reporting system at the Board and in
the zones, to track business contacts and other zone activities such as,
materials diverted, jobs created, technical assistance services, an d
resources expended.

•To provide for more complete and consistent information about progra m
activities and future program needs, the Board should work with the zones t o
develop and institute a uniform business and administrative tracking an d
reporting system, such as ACT! (a contact management software) and othe r
appropriate fiscal record-keeping systems . The use of such systems, when
developed, should be required of the zones by the Board as a condition o f
financial support (One option for providing financial incentives for reporting i s
discussed in the analysis of Objective H, Option 4 .) .

Information, required to be supplied semi-annually by the zones, should include
the number of businesses contacted, type of assistance offered, responses, an d
results. The information compiled would be reported to the Board and to the
zones semi-annually .

Staff is directed to work with the CARMDZ to determine the feasibility of
levelop t g and implementing a standardized ; eporttng s

computer and manual versions, without provision of fin
Board The computes vers on should have a "1'tal in-the`
available.m a standard software program such as

E
xeel
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Staff is itrected,to include addtuonal parame#ers such as lobs retazned or

•

	

created and tons diverted as part of any reporting system';

Objective G [deleted]'

Objective H :

	

Secure adequate and sustained funding for the RMDZ program and
ensure that the Zone and Loan Programs are implemented efficiently
by the zones at the local level

Recommendations:

1.

	

The Board should consider appropriate financial support for the RMDZ
program at the State and zone levels as a part of its annual budget process .

2.

	

To maximize the amount of capital available for loans, the Board should
minimize paying for loan program administrative costs from the LSA . The
Board should, in addition, adopt a policy that, when demand for loan funds
exceeds the available supply, it shall avoid paying for any and all costs fro m
the Loan Subaccount for activities other than directly funding loans Staff ts';
directedttt provide the Committee with mfor atton on Board administrativ e
casts allocated tn: the RMDZ Loan Sub Account and on procedures for making
this allocation_

3.

	

[deleted]

4.

	

[deleted]

5.

	

To help provide adequate and sustained program funding, the Board shoul d
actively seek to obtain federal funds and other financial support to supplemen t
the zones' and the Board's program resources .

6.

	

The Board should assist the zones to seek increased local funding, by providin g
them with information about the program's potential local benefits .

7.

	

The Board should eorifutW.. to evaluate G4ris regard??tg the establishment of
financial incentives for the zones.

Staff is directed to sumtttanze these poieies for inclusion

	

6a:N4 ef`Develttpmet t
Plan that will be considered b the Board to Duty ;

•
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APPENDIX A

MAP OF CALIFORNIA SHOWING THE LOCATION OF THE 40 RMDZs
•

•
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CALIFORNIA ' S
RECYCLING MARKET
DEVELOPMENT ZONE S
1.Siidyou County
2.Huntotdt County
3.Shasta Metro
4.Northeaster) California (Modoc. Lassen PWmos)
5.Chico/Northern Butte Count y
6.Oty ofGrille
7. Glean Count y
8.Placer Count y
9. Sonano/Mendoano Counties
10.Sacramento
11.Mother Lode (Trmharne/Cdoveras)
12.Napo/Sdato Areas
13.Contra Costa .
14.San Francisco
15.Oaldond/Berkele y

'16 . Southem Alameda Count y
17.SanJose
18.Son Joaquin Count y
19.Stanmaus Count y
20.Merced/Atwate r

21.Madera County
22.Fresno Cowes
23.Greater South Sai Joaquin Valley
24.Central Coas t
25.PatemMe
26.Kern Canny
27.Mojave
28.Santa Barbara Regional
29.Ventura County
30.C ly of Santa oadto

32.~ A
o
n
f

33.Cho Valley
34.Sc, Bernardino County/Kaiser

•

	

35. .Agua Maw (Sc' Bemadno/RHerside)
36.Long Beads
37.Anatetn
38.Weak* County
39.North San Diego Cowry
40.Sat Diego
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APPENDIX B

SURVEY TO ZONE ADMINISTRATORS AND RESULT S

Table of contents

Zone Administrators survey form

Zone Administrators survey results
(Questions : 2,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,15,16,17,18,19,20 )

Zone Administrators survey results
(Questions : 3,11,12,13,14 )

Bar chart results (Questions : 3,11,12,13,14)
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•1 .

Recycling Market Development Zone Progra m
Survey of Zone Administrators

Organization Name :	
Contact Person :	
Address :
City :	 State :	 Zip :	
Phone (	 )	

2 .

	

How many recycling-based manufacturers do you assist each year? (Please check all tha t
aPPIY•)

q New
q Expanded #
q Retained #
q Attracte d
q Other

3. If you have provided assistance to recycling based manufacturers, on a scale 1-5 (5 bein g
most frequent) please indicate the frequency of the following types of assistanc e
provided :

Needs were handled by local resources 1 2 3 4 5
Referred to the RMDZ loan program 1 2 3 4 5
Referred to the RMDZ for other assistance 1 2 3 4 5
Business development plans were created 1 2 3 4 5
Requested local or other government guaranteed loans 1 2 3 4 5
Businesses received environmental assistanc e
Other :

1 2 3 4 5

4. What type of recycled products are produced in your Zone?

q Paper products

	

q Paint and/or solvents
q Printing & writing products

	

q Building & Construction
q Solids (e .g., road base, concrete, etc .)

	

q Metal products
q Plastic products (pellets)

	

q Retreaded Tires
q Plastic products (finished products)

	

q Tire-derived products
q Compost/Mulch

	

q Furniture
q Glass products

	

q Clothing
q Automotive products (e .g., antifreeze, oil)

	

q Fire logs
q Other :

5. Which of these materials are you targeting? (Check all that apply .)

q Paper q Plastic q Glass
q Wood q Asphalt q -Concrete
q Textiles q Green Waste q Metal
q Other (specify) :	

1
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6.

	

Does your RMDZ overlap an existing Enterprise Zone ?

q Yes q No

	

7.

	

Do you administer an Enterprise Zone in addition to your RMDZ ?

q Yes q No

	

8.

	

Has there been an increase in the use of recycled materials as a result of the RMDZ
assistance or zone designation ?

(a)

	

q Yes

	

q No

If YES, please estimate the amount of increase in the use of recycled materials since your
zone designation?

q 0-1,000 tons/year q 1,001-5,000 tons/year
q 5,001-10,000 tons/year q 10,000 - 20,000 tons/year
q 20,000 - 40,000 tons/year q More than 40,000 tons/year

(b)

	

What do you believe were the most significant reasons for the increase?

9 .

	

If known, do you expect your local jurisdiction meet AB 939 goals?

q Yes q No q Unsure

If NO, why not?

10.

	

If known, to what degree has the RMDZ program helped your jurisdiction achieve A B
939 goals ?

q Not at all helpful
q Not significantly helpfu l
q Somewhat helpful
q Significantly helpful
q Extremely helpful

•

•
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11. In your business recruitment efforts, on a scale 1-5 (5 being most important), please
indicate which of the followings DETER businesses from locating in a RNIDZ : (check al l
that applies)

Lack of knowledge on the program 1 2 3 4 5
Access to markets 1 2 3 4 5
Lack of demand for recycled products 1 2 3 4 5
Not eligible for RMDZ loan 1 2 3 4 5
Inadequate local incentives (specify) 1 . 2 3 4 5
Inadequate State incentives (specify) 1 2 3 4 5
Inadequate recycled materials supply 1 2 3 4 5
Inadequate transportation network (roads, rail, etc .) 1 2 3 4 5
Property and housing costs 1 2 3 4 5
Operation costs . 1 2 3 4 5
Lack of skilled labor 1 2 3 4 5
Permitting issues/Environmental regulations 1 2 3 4 5
Other: (specify) 1 2 3 4 5

12. On a scale of 1-5 (5 being most important), please indicate the importance of th e
following to a business selecting a site :

RMDZ low interest loans 1 2 3 4 5
Utility rate incentives 1 2 3 4 5
Enterprize Zone incentives 1 2 3 4 5
RMDZ marketing assistance 1 2 3 4 5
Local business development assistance 1 2 3 4 5
Housing & property costs 1 2 3 4 5
Operation costs 1 2 3 4 5
Skilled labor force 1 2 3 4 5
Proximity to material supply 1 2 3 4 5
Access to markets/customers 1 2 3 4 5
Permit streamlining assistance 1 2 3 4 5
Local grants, loans & other incentives 1 2 3 4 5
Access to rail lines, highways, airports or shipping 1 2 3 4 5
Identification of feedstock availability 1 2 3 4 5
Industrial site availability 1 2 3 4 5
Others (specify) 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

3
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13. On a scale 1-5 (5 being most important), please indicate the importance of the following
services to your future successes in retaining, expanding, and attracting businesses in th e
RMDZ?

Business recruitment assistance 1' 2 3 4 5
National outreach to businesses 1 . 2 3 4 5
Funding for marketing materials (e .g. brochures) 1 2 3 4 5
Funding for administrative costs 1 2 3 4 5
Identification of available grants (nationwide) 1 2 3 4 5
Local business workshops 1 2 3 4 5
Attending statewide business conferences 1 2 3 4 5
Attending nationwide business conferences 1 2 3 4 5
Networking between RMDZs 1 2 3 4 5
Waste management information 1 2 3 4 5
Economic development training 1 2 3 4 5
Other training (specify) : 1 2 3 4 5
Tax credits 1 2 3 4 5
Hiring credits 1 2 3 4 5
Others : 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

14. If you have received services through the RMDZ program, on a scale of 1-5 (5 being
most satisfied), please indicate your level of satisfaction with the program : (Please mark
all that apply .)

Recycled materials information 1 2 3

	

4
Business development assistance 1 2 3

	

4
Permitting assistance 1 2 3

	

4
Marketing assistance 1 2 3

	

4
Siting assistance 1 2 3

	

4
Closing of loans was expeditious 1 2 3

	

4
Referral to other sources of information 1 2 3

	

4
Help was provided in timely manner 1 2 3

	

4
Assisted in business recruitment 1 2 3

	

4
Recruited businesses were screened quickly 1 2 3

	

4
Other : 1 2 3

	

4
1 2 3

	

4

15. What services do your local agencies provide to businesses who locate in a RMDZ ?
(Excluding the Board's services .)
1 .	 ,
2 .	
3 .
4 .
5 .	

4
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16. Please list in order of importance, other ways the Board can help . businesses :
1 = most important; 5 = least important;

1 .
• 2

3 .
4.
5 .	

17. What do you like BEST about the RMDZ Loan program ?

LEAST:

18. What other services can the Board provide your RMDZ to ensure its success ?

~9. If you could change the RMDZ program, what would you change?

20., Do you have any additional comments you would like to add? (Please use additional page s
as needed .)

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire . Please return or fax it by
DECEMBER 1, 1995 to : Mary Fan

RMDZ Program
CIWMB
8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, California 95826

	

-- -
•

	

Phone: (916) 255-2465 Fax : (916) 255-257 3
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ZONE ADMINISTRATORS SURVEY RESULT S
(Questions : 2,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,15,16,17,18,19,20 )

Total surveys sent :

	

4 0
Total surveys reviewed : 2 5

Response rate : 63 %

Question #2 : Recycling-based manufacturers assisted :

New : 186 (Ventura 50 )
Expanded : 132 (Ventura 50 )
Retained : 4 9
Attracted : 139 (Mojave 100 )
Other : 2 8

Question #4 : Type of Recycled Products Manufactured in the RMDZs :

'Paper : 7 Printing & Writing : 3
Glass : 8 Solids

	

(eg :

	

roadbase) : 1 6
Metal : 7 Plastic

	

(pellets) : 9
Furniture : 4 Plastic

	

(finished) : 1 1
Clothing : 4 Compost/Mulch : 1 7
Firelogs : 4 Automotive

	

(antifreeze) : 3
Retreaded Tires : 5 Tire-derived : 6
Paint/Solvents : 8 Building & Construction : 6
Other : 6

Question # 5 : Recycled materials targeted in the RMDZs :

Paper :

	

1 5
Plastic :

	

1 6
Glass :

	

1 0
Wood :

	

1 2
Asphalt :

	

6
Concrete :

	

7
Textiles :

	

6
Green Waste :

	

1 8
Metal :

	

5
Other :

	

4

Question #6 : Do-the RMDZ overlap with Enterprise Zone ?

Yes : 14

	

No : 10

	

No answer : 1

Question # 7 : Do you administer EZ & RMDZ ?

Yes : 5

	

No : 18

	

No answer : 2

•
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Question #8 :

• 8a : Increase in recycled material because of RMDZ :

Yes : 13

	

No : 5

	

No answer : 7

Amount of tons/year increase since zone designation :

0-1,000 :

	

6

	

1,0001-5,000 :

	

1
5,0001-10,000 :

	

1

	

10,000-20,000 : 0
20,000-40,000 :

	

2

	

X40,000 :

	

3

8b . Reasons for the increase :

a. Assistance in the use of recycled materials in manufacturing .
b. Technical assistance from the city's waste' management office .
c. Increased awareness in the importance of buying recycle d

content .
d. Loan funding

	

(2 )

Question #9 : Does your local jurisdiction expect to meet AB 939 ?

Yes : 17

	

No : 3

	

Unsure : 5

Question #10 : Degree the program helped to meet AB 939 :

41, Not at all helpful :

	

0
Not significantly helpful :

	

5
Somewhat helpful :

	

1 2
Significantly helpful :

	

1
Extremely helpful :

	

0
Unknown :

	

4
No answer :

	

3 .

Question #15 : Services provided by local agencies to businesse s
in the RIOZs :

Technical Assistanc e

1. Identification of feedstock - 4
2. Permitting assistance (streamline, one-stop, utilit y

reduction/waiver, landuse) - 1 7
3. Marketing assistance (national marketing of regional

area, materials market data) - 5
4. General information and referral s
5. Assistance in solid waste/recycling issue s

•

	

2

X09



	Business Developmen t

1.

	

Employment services (hiring referral services, jo b
training - 7

2.

	

Business development centers (SCORE, SBDC) - 3
3.

	

Site identification/selection - 1 3
4.

	

Business plan assessment/development - 3
5.

	

Cost analysi s
6.

	

Enterprise Zone incentives - 7

Financing Assistanc e

1.

	

Pre-screening loan qualifications - 2
2.

	

Small business financing (SBA, Micro loans) - 3
3.

	

Loan information (low interest loans, local financing ,
loan packaging, identification sources of funds) - 1 1

Question 16 : Ways the Board could help businesses ?
(1 = most important ; 5 = least important )

la . Allow RMDZ staff to be more involved
b. Loan program : Greater flexibility in RMDZ loan process ; more

efficient & effective loan program ; keep RMDZ loan interes t
rates low (4 )

c. Marketing assistance : Recycled content products marketing &
promotion; information on recycled content products buyer s
and sellers ; market research & analysis (by material) (5 )

d. Technology research/transfer
e. Financial assistance : Tax credits ; grants for R&D & star t

costs ; identification of grant opportunities ; administrative
funds (10 )

f. Increasing feedstock availability by AB 93 9
g. Reduced utility rates
h. Funding for entreneurial & management training fo r

prospective loan applicants at locla leve l

2a . Recycled content legislation
b. Trade show information
c. Loan program : Lower interest rates ; lower RMDZ loa n

application fee ; less stringent loan eligibility (3 )
d. Marketing assistance : Attraction efforts ; mail outs &

nationwide advertising ; tradeshow information (5 )
e. Technical assistance : R&D assistance ; regional information

on recyclable materials (4 )

3a . Develop, maintain & make available databases on feedstock an d
products .

b. Regional representation/coordination (2 )
c. Marketing assistance
d. Reduce collateral & cash flow requirements ; lower loan rate ;

better guidelines for loan qualifications ._(3 )

3

•

•
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Question 16 : .(cont'd )

g. Mixed organics demonstration/pilot projects within the RMDZ
h. Continued grant funding for RMDZ coordinator s

4a . Provide seed money for databases, surveys, local promotion s
b. Development of business plan s
c. Statewide feedstock databas e
d. Statewide & national publicit y

5a . Micro-loans
b. Loan program
c. Electronic bulletin board
d. Duplicating CALED economic development efforts

Question # 17 : Like BEST about the RMDZ program :

1.

	

Low interest loans (4 )
2.

	

Team work
3.

	

Flexibility for local implementation
4.

	

Encourages diverse local jurisdictions to plan & wor k
together

5.

	

Staff enthusiasm, patience, knowledge, and suppor t
6.

	

New business opportunitie s
7.

	

Technical assistance
8.

	

Working with businesse s
9. . Staff & Board attentivenes s
10. Loans when they materializ e
11. Utility rate reduction
12. Training & economic development
13. Referral of prospect s

Like Least about the RMDZ program :

1.

	

Limitations/inflexibility of loan program (2 )
2.

	

No real incentives from State ; beside the loan, all other
RMDZ services are available without zone designation . (4 )

3.

	

Loans that do not materialize when they shoul d
4.

	

Not enough recruitment of businesses .
5.

	

RMDZ expansion application requirement s
6.

	

Rising interest rate s
7.

	

Incapacity to fund solid start-up s
8.

	

Lack of direct state support for local activitie s

4
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Question # 18 : Services the Board need to provide to the RMDZs :

1.

	

Marketing & business attraction ; national & internationa l
(5 )

2.

	

Continued support
3.

	

Statewide efforts to educate politicians, purchasing agents &
the public about recycled content products .

4.

	

Additional loan related services for start-up companies .
5.

	

Local workshops
6.

	

Cross-training in waste management & economic developmen t
issues

7.

	

Build strength through incentive s
8.

	

Grant and other sources of funding
9.

	

Engineering specs for small-scale sludge/yard waste . Co -
composting facility for Mendocino Coas t

10. Administrative funding (2 )
11. Fund solid start-up s
12. Marketing assistanc e
13. Local workshops
14. Higher loan limits

Question # 19 : Changes needed to improve the RMDZ program :

1.

	

More flexible loan program (3 )
2.

	

More CIWMB marketing assistance for all RMDZ s
3.

	

More state incentives for RMDZ companies - 2
4.

	

Increase communication between sections within the Board &
between the Board & RMDZ s

5.

	

Streamline paperwork
6.

	

Lower interest rate s
7.

	

Offer tangible incentives as the Enterprise Zone progra m
9.

	

Grant and support for marketing assistance Instead of loa n
program

10. Increase loan funding availability
11. Administrative support to local s

Question #20 : Additional comments :

1.

	

Offer technical advise (process/materials advise for a
certain technology

2.

	

More support to businesse s

	

2 .

	

Most significant loan program
3.

	

Work & coordinate efforts with existing economi c
development organization

•

•
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ZONE ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY RESULTS

Question 3 : Frequency of
assistance Question 11 : Decision NOT to site in a RMDZ Question 12 : Selection of manufacturing sit e
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Agua Mansa 5 5 2 1 3 1 2 4 4 4 2 2 4 1 1 3 1 3 3 4 3 2 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 3 5 5 5

Chino & Chino Hills 2 3 1 5 3 4 2 5 2 4 3 1 5

City of Long Beach 5 3 1 4 4 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 1 5 4 2 5 3 5 3 3 4 4 4 3 5 5 3 5

City of Redding 4 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5
City of San Diego 5 2 1 1 1 2 3 2 4 2 2 1 2 3 3 1 2 2 3 3 1 2 4 4 2 4 5 4 4 3 4 4

City of Santa Clarila 4 1 1 1 5 4 5 3 3 2 2 4 5 _3 3 1 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 5 4 2 5 3 4 4

Fresno County 3 4 4 1 3 3 3 5 3 5 5 1 1 1 1 3 1 2 5 2 4 5 5 5 5 5 3 4 3 4 5

Glenn County 5 5 3 3 4 4 3 3 5 2 2 2 1 1 3 3 3 5 4 4 1 3 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Kem County 4 1 3 1 2 1 2 4 3 5 1 5 2 2 2 3 2 5 5 3 5 2 4 2 4 . 2 4 4 4 5 2 4 3
Madera County 5 1 1 1 4 4 1 4 3 3 1 3 5 3 1 1 1 5 3 5 4 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 4 5 3 5

Mendodno County 3 5 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 3 4 5 1 3 3 3 3 3 4 5 4 5 5 3 3 5 3 5
Merced 5 4 3 2 3 1 2 3 3 5 3 1 1 1 1 1 3 5 4 4 3 4 4 2 3 3 4 4 4 3 5
MJo ave Desert 5 2 4 3 3 2 1 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
NapalSolano 5 3 1 4 3 3 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 3 4 4 5 4 5 3 4 4 4 4 4 4
Oakland/Berkeley 5 2 1 1 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 4 4 4 5 2 3 5 5 5
RMeralde County 5 5 3 3 4 4 3 5 5 3 3 5 5 3 3 . 3 3 5 5 5 5

	

i 3 1

	

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Sacramento 5 1 2 2 2 2 3 1 5 5 1 2 1 5 4 4 5 5 4 1 2 3 3 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 3 4 4 4

San Frandsco
San Joaquin County 4 5 2 2 4 4 2 1 4 2 2 1 5 5 1 5 5 5 5 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 5 4 4 3 4
Santa Barbara 4 4 4 3 2 2
Slskiyou County 3 1 4 4 3 1 1 5 4 1 1 1 3 3 1 1 5 3 1 3 3 1 1 5 5 4 4 4 3 2 4 3 4

Sonoma County 5 2 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Stanislaus RMDZ 5 4 4 3 3 1 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
TuolumnelCalaveras 2 2 3 4 4 5 4 4 2 2 5 3 5

Ventura County 5 3 3 4 3 5 4 3 3 4 5 5 4 3 2 3 4 2 5 5 4 2 3 4 4 5 3 4 4 5 5 4 3 4
TOTAL 98 83 44 38 49 49 12 40 53 52 53 29 41 60 40 40 ~ 50 37 61 29 88 89 62 54 77 82 94 83 1 87 97 84 79 87 82 98 1 4

AVERAGE 3.8 2.5 1 .8 1 .5 2 .0 2.0 0 .5 1 .6 2 .1 2.1 2.1 1 .2 1 .6 2 .4 1 .6 1 .6 2.0 1 .5 2 .4 1 .2 . 2.7 2 .8 2.5 2 .2
_ 3

.1 3 .3 3 .8 3 .3 3.5 3 .9 31~.f 3.5 Z7 7 .9 0 .6 -



ZONE ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY RESULTS

Question 13: Contribution to future successes in retaining ,
expanding, attracting business

Question 14: Satisfaction with service s
received through RMDZ progra m
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City of Long Beach 4 4 4 5 4 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 4 3 3 4 4
City of Redding 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5
Clty of San Diego 3 4 2 1 3 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 2 3 2 2 2 3 3
City of Santa Clarita 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 5 4 4 2 3 3 4 3 3 5
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Glenn County

	

_ 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 3 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 1 4 3 4 2
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Sonoma County 5 5
Stanlslaus RMOZ 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Tuolumne/Calaveras 5
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TOTAL 87 82 77 80 82 65 68 83 72 71 75 19 94 94 15 89 54 27 52 32 43 74 83 39 41 0
AVERAGE_ 3 .5 3.3 3 .1 3 .2 3.3 2.8 2.8 2 .5 2 .9 2.8 3.0 0 .8 3.8 3.8 0 .8 3 .8 3 .4 2.7 3 .7 2.7 3 .1 3 .9 4.0 3.0 3.4 W
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Zone Administrator Survey - Question 3

FREQUENCY OF ASSISTANCE TO RECYCLING-
BASED MANUFACTURERSjOn a scale of 0-5)

t

4 . 5

4 . 0

3 . 5

1 .5

1 . 0

0 .5

0.0

3a:Referred to local resources
3b:Referred to RMDZ loa n
3c:Referred to RMD Z
3d:Created bus . dev . plans
3e:Referred to govt . loan prog .
3f:Provided environmental asst.
3g:Other

3a 3b 3c

	

3d

	

3e

Types of Assistance

3f 3g



Zone Administrator Survey - Question 1 1

IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS IN DETERRING BUSINESSE S
FROM LOCATING IN A RMDZ (On a scale of 0-5)

11a:No knowledge of program
11b:Mkt. access for recycled products
11c: Lack of demand for recyc . products
11d: Not eligible for RMDZ loa n
11e: Inadequate local incentive s
11f: Inadequate state incentive s
11g: Inadequate recyc. matt supply
11 h : Inadequate transportation
11i: Property & housing costs
11j:Operating cost s
11k: Lack of skilled labo r
111 : Permitting/environmental regs .
11m: Other

5 .0

4 . 5

4 .0

3.5

1 . 5

to
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tie

	

11b

	

11c

	

11d

	

11e
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11 h

Factors
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4 . 5

4 . 0

3 . 5

1 . 5

1 . 0

0 .5
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Zone Administrator Survey - Question 1 2

IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS TO BUSINESSE S
WHEN SELECTING A SITE (On a scale of 0-5 )
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Factors

12a:RMDZ low interest loan s
12b:Utility rate incentives
12c:Enterprise Zone incentives
12d:RMDZ marketing asst .
12e:Local bus . dev . asst.
12f:Housing & property cost s
12g:Operation costs
12h:Skilled labor force
12i:Close to math suppl y
12j:Access to mkts/customers
12k:Permitting assistance
121: Local incentives
12m:Access to transportation
12n:ID of feedstock availability
12o:Industrial site availability
12p:Other
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Zone Administrator Survey - Question 1 3

IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS IN RETAINING, EXPANDING ,
AND ATTRACTING BUSINESSES TO THE RMDZ (On a scale of 0-5)

13a:Bus. recruitment asst.
13b:National outreac h
13c:Funding for mktg . materials
13d:Funding for admin . costs
13e:ID of available grants
13f:Local bus . dev . workshop s
13g:Attending statewide bus .
confs
13h:Attending nationwide confs .
13i:Networking between RMDZs
13j:Waste mgmt . informatio n
13k:Economic dev. training
131: Other training
13m:Tax credits
13n:Hiring credits

Factors

•
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Zone Administrator Survey-Question 1 4

LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WIT H
RMDZ PROGRAM SERVICES (On a scale of 1-5 )

14a

	

14b

	

14c

	

14d

	

14e

	

14f

	

14g

	

14h

	

141

	

14J

Services Received

14a:Recycled materials info .
14b:Bus. dev . assistance
14c:Permitting assistanc e
14d:Marketing assistance
14e:Siting assistance
14f:Expeditious loan closin g
14g:Referral to other info . sources
14h:Timely help provide d
14i:Assisted in bus . recruitmen t
14j:Recruited bus. screened quickl y

5 .0

4 . 5

4 .0

2 . 0

1 . 5

1 .0
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APPENDIX C

SURVEY TO BUSINESS AND'RESULTS

Table of contents

Business survey form

Business survey result s
(Questions : 1,2,6,8,9,10,12,13,15,16 )

Business survey results (Questions : 4,5,7,11 )

Bar chart results (Questions : 4,5,7,11)
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Recycling Market Development Zone Program
Survey for Recycling Businesses

	

1.

	

Company information :

Company Name	
Contact Person
Phone (	 )	

Type of Business :

q Manufacturer
q Broker
q Other (please specify)

How many employees currently work at your facility? 	

If you have multiple product lines, how many employees work in the manufacture o f
recycled content products?	

	

2 .

	

If you use any of the following recycled materials, please indicate the percentage used i n
manufacturing your product: (Please check all that apply.)

Material Type
(e.g., grade,

resin)

Recycled
(Percent)

Virgin
(Percent)

Tons/Year

Recyled

	

Virgin

Paper

Plasti c

Glass

Wood

Asphalt

Concrete

Textiles

Green Waste

Meta l

Other (specify)

•

•

12

	

1



3.

	

What type of recycled content products do you manufacture ?

q Paper products

	

q Paint and/or solvents

q Printing & writing products

	

q Building & Construction

•

	

q Solids (e .g., road base, concrete; etc .)

	

q Metal products
q Plastic products (pellets)

	

q Retreaded Tire s
q Plastic products (finished products)

	

q Tire-derived products
q Compost/Mulch

	

q Furniture
q Glass products

	

q Clothing
q Automotive products (e.g., anitfreeze, oil)

	

q Other :
q None

4. On a scale of 1-5 (5 being most important), please indicate the importance of th e
following in your decision to use recycled materials in your manufacturing :

Company philosophy 1 2 3 4 5
State RMDZ incentives 1 2 3 4 5
Local RMDZ incentives 1 2 3 4 5
Lower cost of production 1 2 3 4 5
Lower cost of feedstock 1 2 3 4 5
Improved product quality 1 2 3 4 5

Availability of local feedstock 1 2 3 4 5
Market demand for recycled products 1 2 3 4 5
Government mandated recycled content 1 2 3 4 5
Price preference policies 1 2 3 4 5

Others : 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

5. On a scale 1-5 (5 being most significant), please indicate the significance of the following
obstacles to the growth of your company's use of recycled materials :

Limited access to capital 1 2 3 4

	

5
Technical limitations 1 2 3 4

	

5
Lack of markets for your products 1 2 3 4

	

5
Permitting issues/Environmental regulations 1 2 3 4

	

5
Operational costs 1 2 3 4

	

5
Feedstock availability 1 2 3_ 4

	

5
Increased cost of recycled feedstocks 1 2 3 4

	

5
Meeting product specifications 1 2 3 4

	

5
Maintaining end-product quality 1 2 3 4

	

5
Inadequate local incentives 1 2 3 4

	

5
Inadequate state incentives 1 2 3 4

	

5
Lack of Governmental cooperation 1 2 3 4

	

5
Lack of skilled labor

	

- 1 2 3 4

	

5
Other : 1 - 2 3 4

	

5

2
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6. Is your company planning to expand its use of recycled materials ?

q Yes

	

q No

	

q Unsure

If you answered NO, what assistance could help change your mind ?

7. On a scale of 1-5 (5 being most important), please indicate the importance of th e
following in your decision to site in your current location :

RMDZ low interest loans 1 2 3 4

	

5
Federal funding (e .g., SBA 504, 7a, etc.) 1 2 3 4

	

5
RMDZ business development assistance 1 2 3 4

	

5
Utility rate incentives 1 2 3 4

	

5
Enterprize Zone incentives 1 2 3 4

	

5
Property and housing costs 1 2 3 4

	

5
Adequate labor force 1 2 3 4

	

5
Proximity to raw material supply 1 2 3 4

	

5
Access to markets/customers 1 2 3 4

	

5
Marketing assistance 1 2 3 4

	

5
Permit streamlining assistance 1 2 3 4

	

5
Local grants, loans & other incentives 1 2 3 4

	

5
Access to rail lines, highways, airports or shipping 1 2 3 4

	

5
Identification of feedstock availability 1 2 3 4

	

5
Industrial site availability 1 2 3 4

	

5
Other (specify) 1 2 3 4

	

5

8. Have you received assistance through the RMDZ program ?

q Yes

	

q No

If YES, please list in order of importance the type of services received:
1 = most important; 5 = least important

2 .
3 .
4 .
5 .	

•

123



9.

	

Was there an increase in your use of recycled materials as a result of the RMDZ
assistance?

q Yes

	

q No

If YES, by approximately how many tons/year? 	 tons .

10.

	

How many jobs were created as a result of the RMDZ assistance?	

11.

	

On a scale 1-5 (5 being most satisfactory), please indicate your satisfaction with th e
services received through the RMDZ program: (Please mark all that apply . )

Low-interest loan assistance 1 2 3 4

	

5
Recycled materials information 1 2 3 4

	

5
Business development assistance 1 2 3 4

	

5
Permitting assistance 1 2 3 4

	

5
Marketing assistance 1 2 3 4

	

5
Siting assistance 1 2 3 4

	

5
General information provided 1 2 3 4

	

5
Referral to other sources of information 1 2 3 4

	

5
Credit evaluations were expeditious 1 2 3 4

	

5
Credit evaluations were fair 1 2 3 4

	

5
Collateral/credit negotiations were expeditious 1 2 3 4

	

5
Collateral/credit negotiations were fair 1 2 3 4

	

5
Closing of loans was expeditious 1 2 3 4

	

5
Help was provided in timely manner 1 2 3 4

	

5
Other : 1 2 3 4

	

5

12. Please list in order of importance, other ways the Board can help your business :
1 = most important; 5 = least important

1 .	
2 .
3 .
4 .
5 .	

If you have applied for a RMDZ loan, please answer#13:

13. What do you like BEST about the RMDZ Loan program ?

Least?

12 +



14. How would you improve the RMDZ program?

15.

	

Would you like us to contact you about assistance which may be available to you r
business ?

q Yes

	

q No

16.

	

Do you have any additional comments? (Use additional pages as needed . )

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Please return or fax it b y
DECEMBER 1, 1995 to :

Mary Fan
CIWMB

8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA 95826
Fax: (916) 255-257 3

Phone: (916) 255-246 5

12.5
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BUSINESS SURVEY RESULTS
(Questions : 1,2,6,8,9,10,12,13,15,16 )

Total Surveys Sent :

	

21 3
Total Surveys Reviewed :

	

4 2
Total surveys returned to sender : 1 7

Response rate : 21 %

Questions #1 : Company information :

Manufacturer : 2 7
Broker : '

	

1
Other :

	

1 4

Total Number of Employees :

	

113 7

Total Number of Recycling Jobs :

	

48 1

Questions #2 :

Materials No . o f
respondents

Tons/Yr
Recycle

End produc t

Paper 7 2,9677,27
0

Paper products Building
Panel s

Plastic 8 18,890 Pellets ; Print/Write &
Plastic product s

Glass 3 150 Glass product s

Wood 6 20,500 Bldg/Construction
Livestock bedding

Asphalt 6 1,065,800 Bldg/Construction Road
base

Concrete 7 1,134,200 Concrete ;
Solids/Road bas e

Textiles 2 34,500 Clothing ; Furniture

Green Waste 7 90,310 Compost/Mulch

Metal 0

Other 5 68,000 Castings ; Paint
products ; Scrap
wallboard

•
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Question #6 : Planned Expansion :

Yes : 25

	

No : 1

	

Unsure : 7

	

N/A : 4

Question #8 :

8a: Received RIOZ Assistance :

Yes : 14

	

No: 17

	

N/A : 6

8b: List of services deemed most importan t
(1 = most important ; 5=least important )

la . Low Interest Loans with reasonable collateral
b. Help in processing the application
c. Help in receiving the grant
d. Seminar s
e. Technical assistance

2a . Contacts w/County/State/Private Recycling Professional s
b. Introduction into various feedstock market s
c. Immediate access to staff for problem solving

3a . General information
b . Competitive interest rate on loans

4 . Ability to meet CIWMB at site, rather than Sacrament o

Question #9 : Increase in the use of recyclable materials due to RIWZ :

Yes : 11

	

No : 11

	

N/A : 1 4

Question #10 : Jobs created because of the RIOZ assistance :

No response :

	

2 4
Jobs were not created due to RMDZ : 7
Jobs created due to RMDZ :

	

10 9

Question #12 : Ways in which RXDZ Program can assist your business :
(1 = most important ; 5 = least important )

la . Public education to increase recycling rate/demand for recycle d
content products .

b . Reduce the paperwork required for the program .__

•
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Question #12 : (Cont'd )

•

	

c . Provide technical assistance .
d. Call back promptly and help with individual programs .
e. Require recipients of loan funds to pick up all recycled wast e

from referrals .

f. Make soft loans w/modest collateral .
g. Mandate percent usage of recycled content mandatory in

furniture goods .
h. Require Local/City/State Governments to purchase products fro m

loan recipients, when practical .
i. Expedite paperwork for an existing, proven business .
j. Remove 70% collateral requirements for 50% loan amount .
k. Reduce. time between filing application and receiving funds .
1 . Simplify loan process .
m . Omit tierred permitting .

2a . Get State Government officials to meet with recycle businesses .
b . . Shift approved specific zones .
c. Omit application fee .
d. Consider "volume" in lieu of "tons" when calculating materia l

diverted from land fills . Example : 10,000 tons of textile wast e
uses more space than 10,000 tons of metal .

3a . Provide regulations to encourage diversion of scrap from
landfills .

b . Help loan recipients with local education programs .
®

		

c . Maintain loans for private firms

	

only . Public agencies are unfai r
competitors to private firms .

4a . Provide follow-up .
b . Help market finished products .

5a . Assign one staff member to each company to help resolve thei r
problems .

b. Provide recommendations to other parts of the State and
Counties .

c. Evaluation process is too harsh . Standard banking practice s
should be adopted in lieu of current agreements .

Question #13 : Satisfaction with RMDZ loan program :

Best

	

Least

Low-Interest Loans

	

10
Long-Terms

	

2
AB 93 9
Staff Cooperation

	

2
Paperwork

1

-3

•
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Question #13 : (cont'd)

Best

	

Least

Loan Processing

	

1

	

1
Loan Fee

	

1
Community Recognition

	

1
Seminars

	

1
Required Collateral

Question #15 : Do you wish further assistance :

Yes : 19

	

No : 8

	

N/A : 8

Question #16 : Additional Comments :

1. Staff did not follow-through and did not contact applicant regardin g
grant .

2. RMDZ help could be used in setting up a wastestream in textiles i n
San Francisco . Also, RMDZ could mediate negotiations between
business and City .

3. Recyclers are refusing to pick up polyurethane foam . Provide
curbside pick-up for foam .

4. Christy Beaman has been most helpful in introducing us to recyclin g
interests and forwarding information .

5. Not enough information provided in initial packet regardin g
collateral .

6. Too many conflicting requirements between State, County an d
Federal agencies .

7. Provide loans to those who cannot qualify for bank loans .

8. Provide assistance in marketing and production of new products .

9. Make loan evaluation criteria available to the applicants early i n
the process .

4
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BUSINESS SURVEY RESULTS

Question 4: Decision to use recycle d
materials In manufacturing

Question 5: Significance of obstacles to growth o f
company's recycled material use Question 7 : Decision to site In current location
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Counter/Production 511134441115122311121111131311 . .
Cranford Inc 5332224211 3223332433423 11111313333133 5
DKD Investments 3112224321 3334321113331 111112232111t3 3
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Encore Ribbon 4334324424 3122221223321 11111224421143 3
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. 555555555555333433455443 5
Garbage Collection 5
Granite Construction
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Hughes Missile Sy s
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Jervis Webb Co of CA 5 5 5
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Marplast Inc 123554552 5535551222255155555523352545 2
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Oak Paper Products 5 4 4 3 3 3 4 2 5433435 444444 355444334434422 3
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The Plactary 1 .

	

1 1 5 3 2 1 1 1 5 2 2 2 3 4 2 3 1 2 2 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 4 3 1 1 1 1 1 1
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BUSINESS SURVEY RESULTS

Question 11 : Satisfaction with services received through

RMDZ program
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MM Plastic Recy c
Badger Forest Prod 3 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
CA Grey Bears Inc 5 3 5 5 5 5
Copp Material Inc 3 s 4
Counter/Production
Cranford Inc 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 1
DKD Investments 5 3 2 2 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 3
E-cort Div, Kelly Moore
Encore Ribbon 3 3 1 1 1 1 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 3
Envbosave -

	

5 5 5 5 5
Garbage Cdlectbn 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Granite Construction
GrNmre
HemacJnto Rd 8 Ma t
Hughes Missies Sys 4 4 1 4
JR .S Tire s
Jells Webb Co of C A
Kellogg Supply Inc
L.A Fiber company 5 2 2 2 2 2 3 1 4 5 5 5 5
Lau Products
Mallard Creek Inc
Marplast Inc 1 2 3 3 e e 1 1 - 3 3 3 3 2 1
North Valley Recon 5 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4
Oak Paper Products
Ocean Ski* Glass Tle 4 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
Plastopan N .A, Inc . 4 3 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 1 4 5
Productivity Ca Inc 5 4 4 4 4 a e

Rory Ear01 Prod Inc 5 3 2 3 3 3 3 4 5 4 2 2 3 3
Rossi Transport Sew 2 1 3 1 7 1 1
Shred Away
Simi Volley Base, Inc. 5
Sonoma Compost
Ste Clara Waste Wate r
Sutta Co 5 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 3 4 3 l 2- 5
The Plactory 2 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 2 3 2 5 4
Tiny Tots Linen
Triad Energy Resaure
Telco Plastics
Valley By-Product s
Valley angst 8 topsd 4 1 1 1 1 1 4 2 1 1 1 1 1 4
Web Recycling CU
Zumbrun Construction 1 1 1 1 3 1 3 1 4

TOTAL 65 46 36 26 36 25 48 44 61 44 47 e0 41 63 1
AVERAGE 3.6 2.71 2.1 2 .31 2 .31 2 .1 2 .7 2.4 2 .8 2.6 2 .6 2 .4 2.6 3.211 .0
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Business Survey - Question 4

5. 0

4. 5

4. 0

3. 5

3. 0

2. 5

2 . 0

1 . 5

1 . 0

0 . 5

o .o

IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS IN DECIDING TO
USE RECYCLED MATERIALS (On a scale of 0-5 )

i . .

i i•~; i

4a

	

4b

	

4c

	

4d

	

4e

	

41

	

4g

	

4h

	

41

	

4j

	

4k

Factors

4a: Company philosoph y
4b: State RMDZ incentive s
4c: Local RMDZ incentive s
4d: Lower cost of producing
4e: Lower cost of feedstock
4f: Improved product quality
4g: Avail . of local feedstock
4h: Recyc. product mkt deman d
4l: Govt . mandated recyc . content
4j: Price preference policie s
4k: Other



Business Survey - Question 5

SIGNIFICANCE OF OBSTACLES TO THE GROWTH OF BUSINESSES '
USE OF RECYCLED MATERIALS (On a scale of 0-5 )

5. 0

4 . 5

4 . 0

3 . 5

3 . 0

2 . 5

2. 0

1 . 5

1 . 0

0. 5

0 .0 	 111 .01111111	
5a	 5b

	

5c

	

5d

	

5e

	

5f

	

5g

	

5h

	

51

	

51

	

5k

	

51

	

5m

	

5 n

Obstacles

5a:Limited access to capital
5b:Technical limitation s
5c:Lack of markets for products
5d:Permitting/Environ. reg s
5e:Operational costs
5f:Feedstock availability
5g:Increased cost of recy . feedstk
5h:Meeting products spec s
5i:Maintaining end-product qualit y
5j:Inadequate local incentives
5k:Inadequate state incentive s
51 : Lack of gov . cooperation _
5m:Lack of skilled labor
5n:Other
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Business Survey - Question 7

IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS TO BUSINESSES
WHEN SELECTING A SITE (On a scale of 0-5 )
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7f:Property & housing costs
7g:Adequate labor forc e
7h:Proximity to matt . suppl y
7i:Access to mkts/customers
7j:Marketing assistanc e
7k:Permitting assistanc e
71 : Local grants & incentive s
7m:Access to transportatio n
7n:ID of feedstock availability
7o:Industrial site availability
7p:Othe r
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Business Survey - Question 1 1

LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH RMDZ
PROGRAM SERVICES (On a scale of 1-5 )
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4 . 0
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1 .5

11a:Low interest loan asst .
11b:Recycled material info
11c:Bus. dev . assistance
11d:Permitting assistance
11e:Marketing assistance
11f:Siting assistance
11g:General info. provide d
11h:Referral to other source s
11i:Expeditious credit evals .
11j:Fair credit evaluation s
11k:Expeditious collateral/ credit ne g
Ill : Fair collateral/credit negotiation s
11m:Expeditious loan closing s
11n:Timely help provide d
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APPENDIX D

SURVEY TO ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
PROFESSIONALS AND RESULTS

Table of content s

Economic development professionals survey form

Economic development professionals survey results
(Questions : 2,3,9,10,11,12 )

Economic development professionals survey result s
(Questions : 4,5,6,7,8 )

Bar chart results (Questions : 4,5,6,7,8 )
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Recycling Market Development Zone Program
Survey of Economic Development Professionals

1.

	

Organization Name :
Contact Person :	
Address :	
City :	 State :	 Zip :	
Phone (	 )	

2.

	

Are you aware of the State of California's Recycling Market Development Zone (RMDZ )
program?

q Yes

	

q No

How many businesses using recycled materials in their manufacturing processes do yo u
assist each year? (Please check all that apply.)

q New #	
q Expanded
q Retained #	
q Attracted #
q Other

4.

	

If you have provided assistance to recycling based manufacturers, on a scale 1-5 (5 being
most frequent) please indicate the frequency of the following types of assistanc e
provided :

Needs were handled by local resource s
Referred to the RMDZ loan program
Referred to the RMDZ for other assistanc e
Business development plans were created
Requested local or other government guaranteed loan s
Businesses received environmental assistance
Other :

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

5 . On a scale 1-5 (5 being most important), please indicate the importance of the following
to a business deciding NOT to site in a particular location (e .g.,RMDZ) :

Lack of knowledge on the program 1 2 3 4 5
Access to markets 1 2 3 4 5
Lack of demand for recycled materials & products 1 2 3 4 5
Not eligible for RMDZ loan 1 2 3 4 5
Inadequate local incentives (specify) 1 2 3 4 5
Inadequate State incentives (specify) 1 2 3 4 5
Inadequate recycled materials supply 1 2 3 4 5
Inadequate transportation network (roads, rail, etc .) 1

	

" 2 3 4 5
Property and housing costs 1 2 3 4 5

•

1



Operation costs 1 2 3 4

	

5

Lack of skilled labor 1 2 3 4

	

5

Permitting issues/Environmental regulations 1 2 3 4

	

5

• Other: (specify) 1 2 3 4

	

5

6. On a scale of 1-5 . (5 being most important), please indicate the importance of the
following to a manufacturer selecting a location to site :

RMDZ low interest loans 1 2 3 4

	

5

Utility rate incentives 1 2 3 4

	

5

Enterprize Zone incentives 1 2 3 4

	

5

RMDZ marketing assistance 1 2 3 4

	

5
Business development assistance 1 2 3 4

	

5

Housing & property costs 1 2 3 4

	

5

Operation costs 1 2 3 4

	

5

Adequate labor force 1 2 3 4

	

5

Proximity to material supply 1 2 3 4

	

5

Access. to markets/customers 1 2 3 4

	

5

Permit streamlining assistance 1 2 3 4

	

5

Local grants, loans & other incentives 1 2 3 4

	

5

Access to rail lines, highways, airports or shipping 1 2 3 4

	

5

Identification of raw material availability 1 2 3 4

	

5

Industrial site availability 1 2 3 4

	

5

Others (specify) 1 2 3 4

	

5
1 2 3 4

	

5

77 .

		

On a scale 1-5 (5 being most important), which of the following would contribute t o
future successes in retaining, expanding, and attracting businesses ?

Business recruitment assistance

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5
Funding for marketing materials (e .g. brochures)

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5

Funding for administrative costs

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5

Identification of available grants (nationwide)

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5

Local business workshops

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5

Attending statewide business conferences

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5

Attending nationwide business conferences

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5
Waste management information

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5
Economic development training

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5

Tax credits

	

.1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5

Hiring credits

	

1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5

Others :	 	 1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5
1

	

2

	

3

	

4

	

5

•
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8. If you have received services through the RMDZ program, on a scale of 1-5 (5 bein g
most satisfied), please indicate your level of satisfaction with the program : (Please mark

all that apply. )

Recycled materials information 1 2 3 4 5

Business development assistance 1 2 3 4 5

Permitting assistance 1 2 3 4 5

Marketing assistance 1 2 3 4 5
Siting assistance 1 2 3 4 5

Closing of loans was expeditious 1 2 3 4 5
Referral to other sources of information 1 2 3 4 5
Help was provided in timely manner 1 2 3 4 5
Assisted in business recruitment 1 2 3 4 5

Recruited businesses were screened quickly 1 2 3 4 5

Other 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

9. Please list in order of importance, other ways the Board can help businesses :
1 = most important; 5 = least important ;

1 .	
2 .
3 .
4 .
5 .

If you have received services from the RMDZ Loan program, please answer #10 :

10. What do you like BEST about the RMDZ Loan program ?

LEAST?

•

139
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11. If you know about the RMDZ program, how would you improve it to meet the needs o f
businesses?

12. Do you have any additional comments? (Use additional pages as needed . )

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire . Please return or fax it by
DECEMBER 1, 1995 to :

Mary Fan
CIWMB

8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA 95826
Fax: (916) 255-257 3

Phone: (916) 255-246 5

•
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROFESSIONAL S
SURVEY RESULT S

(Questions : 2,3,8,9,10,11,12 )

Total surveys sent :

	

5 5
Total surveys reviewed : 1 4

Response rate : 25 %

Question #2 : Knowledge of Program :

Yes : 14

	

No :

	

0

Question #3 : Recycling Businesses Assisted :

New :

	

3 3
Expanded :

	

2 4
Retained :

	

1 3
Attracted :

	

7
Other :

	

4

Question # 9 : Ways the Board could help businesses ?
(1 = most important ; 5 = least important )

la . Make business assistance program available
b. Provide data in a timely manner
c. Fast-track permitting
d. Make program/paperwork easier to understan d
e. Provide financial incentives
f. Expand financial paramete r
g. Technical Assistance
h. Develop additional incentives to make a difference betwee n

locating inside or outside a Zone .
i. Availability of loan program at all time rather than

quarterly
j. Push for recycled product requirements in state and federa l

procurement

2a . More marketing of the program role (making information
available to cities )

b. Streamline loan closings
c. Expedite loan processing
d. Siting assistance and development regulation s
e. Act as information . clearinghouse : technology, feedstock ,

markets, resources, feasibility evaluations .
f. Utilize some RMDZ loan monies for businesses less than 3

years .

3a . Provide environmental regulation incentives-
b. Provide more incentives, in genera l
c. Provide business plan assistance to build capacity



Question #9 : (Cont'd )

• 4 . Provide supply & market assistanc e

5 .

	

Provide grants & additional funding

Question #10 : Like BEST about the RMDZ program :

a. Local staff is very helpfu l
b. Business assistance and knowledge of site s
c. Financing availability
d. Potential to be more effective (resources are available )
e. Program philosophy goal s
f. Easy to understand
g. Staff have been very responsible and informative

Like LEAST about the RMDZ program :

a. Not enough financial incentive s
b. Beside the loan program, unclear for an economic person to

market the RMDZ incentive s
c. Business technical assistance (2 )
d. Fast tracking
e. Not much to offe r

Question #11 : Ways Board could improve the RMDZ program to help
410 businesses :

a. Expand financial assistanc e
b. Allow higher limits on loans
c. Provide loan guarantees
d. Expedited land use and environmental permitting
e. Provide tax credit s
f. Expand definition of recycled material s
g. Expand the loan program
h. Allow local agencies determine what ideas should be funded
i

	

Better accessibility to Board staf f
J .

	

Additional incentive s
k .

	

Support technology researc h
1 .

	

Improve marketing of the RMDZ program ; what kind of
assistance provided

m .

	

Scrap zone concept and simply treat the whole businesses as
statewide diversion program providing below market debt t o
businesses diverting waste .

Question #12 : Additional comments :

1 .

	

Funding assistance for local agencies for quality
feasibility studie s

• 2 . Program has great potential to be innovative and effective

14z



ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROFESSIONALS SURVEY RESULTS

Question 4: Frequency o f
assistance

Question 5 : Decision NOT to site in a particular
location Question 6: Selection of manufacturing sit e
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Bakersfield City ED 4 3 3 1 1 3 2 4 2 2 4 5 2 5 2 2 3 3 2 2 5 2 4 2 2 3 3 5 3 5 4 2 4
C B Commerdal 4 3 3 4 3 2 3 4 4 5 4 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 5
Ca Trade & Commerc 4 2 3 1 4 5 1 2 2 4 4 2 3 4 4 1 5 4 4 5 3 5 3 3 2 3 3 5 5 3 5

City of Oroville 1 1 5 3 3 5 2 4 3 3 1 4 1 5 5 4 5 3 4 1 4 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 . 1
City of Pomona 5 4 3 2 1 3 . 5 4 1 2
Crown EDC 1 4 5 4 3 1 2 2 4 5 1 4 3 5 3 3 4 1 2 1 5 5 3 1 3 5 5 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 3
Eureka Redev. Agene 4 5 2 4 4 3 3 5 3 2 1 1 4 5 3 2 3 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 4
Fresno EDC 4 5 5 4 3 2 2 5 5 2 5 5 3 3 1 5 2 5 3 2 2 3 4 2 5 2 4 4 3 4 ' 4 4 5
Riverside County EDA 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 5 3 3 5 5 3 3 3 3 5 4 5 5 3 5 4 4 4 4 4 - 4 5 4 4 4 4
Sac Housing & Redev 5 5 5 2 1 4 3 1 1 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 4 3 4 5 1 5 4- 5 5 4 4 4 5 5 5
San Bernardino ED 5 2 5 5 5 5 2 3 5 1 2 4 2 1 1 1 1 1_ 1 3 3 1 4 4 4 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 4
Sisklyou County ED 5 1 4 4 3 1 1 5 4 1 1 1 3 3 1 5 5 3 1 3 3 1 1 5 5 4 4 4 3 2 4 3 4
Stockton City ED 4 2 1 1 3 2 4 5 2 2 2 2 3 1 1 1 2 3 2 4 5 2 2 2 3 5 4 5 5 3 5 3 5
Tulare County EDC 5 2 1 2 3 1 3 5 4 4 3 4 3 . 1 1 2 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5

TOTAL 50 38 41 31 38 31 0 40 42 42 34 35 39 38 38 25 38 30 43 8 40 47 53 33 42 34 47 54 53 51 49 59 60 . 50 50 20
AVERAGE 3 .6 2.7 2.9 2.2 2 .7 2 .2 0.0 2.9 3 .0 3.0 2.4 2 .5 2.8 2.7 2 .7 1 .8 2 .7 2 .1 3.1 0.6 2 .9 3.4 3 .8 2 .4 3 .0 2.4 3 .4 3 .9 3.8 3.6 3.5 4 .2 4 .3 3 .6 3.8 1 .4
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROFESSIONALS SURVEY RESULTS

Question 7 : Contribution to future successes i n

retaining, expanding, attracting business

Question B : Satisfaction with services

received through RMDZ program

7a 7b 7c 7d 7e 71 7g 7h 71 7j 7k 71 8a 8b 8c 8d 8e 8f 8g 8h 81 81 8k

Respondent

s

m

m

g'

a
a

I
f

hi n
f

0 3
€
P

S

3 w
.i

r
E

r
a

';
m
>

-g

c

m

.pq~
10

_

a

y
qa{
m

8
m

3p~

in

O
g
g

u~

a

E
a

$
n
r
F

e

&
+
d

5

1g
b

.gs

E
2
x

e

9 3
'E
d

A

Bakersfield City ED 4 2 3 4 2 2 2 2 3 4 4

C B Commerdal 5 5 4 4 4

Ca Trade & Commove 3 3 4 5 2 2 2 4 4 5 5 5 3 4 3 5 2 4 5 4 4

City of Oroville 3 5 3 5 4 3 1 . 2 2 5 5 5 4 2 2 2 1 4 3 2 2

pip, of Pomona 3 2 5 4
Crown EDC 5 3 3 4

_
1 2 2 3 2 5 5 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 4 3 2 3 2

Eureka Redev . Agenc 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 5 5

Fresno EDC 4 4 5 53334244_3 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 2_3

Riverside County EDA 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 3 5 5 3 4 2 3 3 4 4 4 4

Sac Housing & Redev 5 4 4 4 5 4 2 4 4 4 4 4

San Bemardino ED 5 5 5 3 3 2 2 4 4 5 5 5 4 3 4 5

Siskiyou County ED .

	

2 5 5 3 1 1 1 2 2 4 4 _4 2 1 5 2 5 5 5 1 1

Stockton City ED 2 2 2 5 3 2 2 3 3 5 5

Tulare County EDC 4 4 4 5 1 1 1 3 1 5 5 3 3 3 1 3 3

TOTAL 49 48 47 58 33 30 22 39 34 95 61 12 34 22 23 20 18 24 23 35 16 17 2

AVERAGE 3.5 3.4 3 .4 to 2.4 2.1 1 .6 2.8 2 .4 4 .6 4 .4 0 .9 3.8 2.8 2 .9 2 .9 2.7 3.0 . 3 .8 3 .9 2.6 2.8 2 .0



Economic Development Professionals Survey - Question 5

IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS IN DETERRING BUSINESSE S
FROM LOCATING IN A PARTICULAR LOCATION (On a scale of 0-5)

5a:No knowledge of progra m
5b:Mkt . access for recycled products
5c:Lack of demand for recyc. products
5d:Not eligible for RMDZ loa n
5e:Inadequate local incentive s
5f:Inadequate state incentive s
5g:Inadequate recyc . mall . supply
5h:Inadequate transportation
5i:Property & housing cost s
5j:Operating costs
5k:Lack of skilled labor.
51 : Permitting/environmental regs .
5m: Othe r

5a

	

5b

	

5c

	

5d

	

5e

	

51

	

5g

	

5h

	

Si

	

5J

	

5k

	

51

	

5 m

Factors

5 . 0

4 . 5

4 .0

3. 5

0 . 0

0. 5

2 . 5

2 . 0

3 . 0

to

1 .5



Economic Development Professionals Survey - Question 6

IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS TO BUSINESSE S
WHEN SELECTING A SITE (On a scale of 0-5)

6a:RMDZ low interest loan s
6b:Utility rate incentives
6c:Enterprise Zone incentive s
6d:RMDZ marketing asst .
6e:Business dev . asst .
6f:Housing & property costs
6g:Operation costs
6h:Skilled labor forc e
6i:Close to mat supply
6j:Access to mkts/customers
6k:Permitting assistance
61: Local incentives
6m:Access to transportatio n
6n:ID of feedstock availability
6o:Industrial site availability
6p:Othe r

Factors
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Economic Development Professionals Survey - Question 7

IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS IN RETAINING, EXPANDING ,
AND ATTRACTING BUSINESSES (On a scale of 0-5)

7a:Bus. recruitment asst.
7b:Funding for mktg . materials
7c:Funding for admin . costs
7d:ID of available grants
7e:Local bus . dev . workshops
7t Attending statewide bus. confs
7g:Attending nationwide confs .
7h:Waste mgmt . information
7i:Economic dev . trainin g
7j:Tax credits
7k:Hiring credits
71 : Othe r

Factors

7a

	

7b

	

7c

	

7d

	

7e

	

71

	

7g

	

7h 7i

	

71

	

7k

•



Economic Development Professionals Survey - Question 8

LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH
RMDZ PROGRAM SERVICES (On a scale of 1-5)

8a:Recycled materials info .
8b:Bus . dev . assistance
8c:Permitting assistanc e
8d:Marketing assistance
8e:Siting assistanc e
8f:Expeditious loan closin g
8g:Referral to other Info . source s
8h:Timely help provided
8i:Assisted in bus . recruitmen t
8j:Recruited bus. screened quickl y

Services Received



APPENDIX E

COMPARISON OF SURVEY RESPONSES BY ZONE ADMINISTRATORS ,
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROFESSIONALS AND BUSINESSES
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COMPARISON OF SURVEY RESULT S
(Zone Administrators, Economic Development Professionals, and Businesses )

Question > Selection of manufacturing site
Satisfaction with services received

through RMDZ progra m
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Comparison Between Survey Responses
(Zone Administrators vs . Economic Development Professionals )

FREQUENCY OF ASSISTANCE PROVIDE D
(On a scale of 0-5)

a

	

b

	

c

	

d

	

e

	

0

Types of Assistance

a: Referred to local resources
b:Referred to RMDZ loan
c:Referred to RMDZ
d:Created bus . dev. plan s
e:Referred to govt . loan prog .
f:Provided environmental asst .
g:Other

riZone Adminlstratorss
n Economic Dev . Pros
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Comparison Between Survey Response s
(Zone Administrators vs. Economic Development Professionals )

5 .0

4 . 5

4 . 0

3 . 5

3 . 0

2 . 5

2 . 0

1 . 5

1 . o

0 . 5

0 .0

DECISION NOT TO SITE IN A LOCATIO N
(On a scale of 0-5 )

a

	

b

	

c

	

d

	

e

	

f

	

g

	

h

	

I

	

j

	

k

	

m

Factors

a: Lack of incentive prog knowledg e
b:Access to markets
c:Lack of markets for product s
d:Not eligible for RMDZ loa n
e: Inadequate local incentive s
f: Inadequate state incentives
g: Inadequate recyc matl supply
h: Inadequate transp network
is Property & housing costs
j: Operation costs
k:Lack of skilled labo r
I : Permitting/Environ reg s
m: Othe r

n Zone Administrators

n Economic Dev. Pros



Comparison Between Survey Responses
(Zone Administrators, Economic Development Professionals, and Businesses )

SELECTION OF MANUFACTURING SIT E
(On a scale of 0-5 )
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOAR D

Board Meeting
April 24 and 25, 199 6

AGENDA ITEM'4(P

ITEM :

	

CONSIDERATION OF CONCURRENCE IN THE ISSUANCE OF A
REVISED SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT FOR THE CLOVER FLA T
LANDFILL, NAPA COUNTY

I. COMMITTEE ACTION

As of the date that this item was prepared, the Permitting an d
Enforcement Committee had not yet made a recommendation o r
decision on this item . Findings that were made or verified afte r
the committee item went to print are presented in redline text .

II. BACKGROUND :

Facility Fact s

Name :

® Facility Type :

Location :

Area :

	

163 acre parcel ; 78 acre permitted area ;
44 acre disposal are a

Setting :

	

Surrounding land is zoned as agricultura l
watershed and agricultural preserv e

Status :

	

Active, Permitted, Operating since 196 3

Permitted .Tonnage : 1992 Permit : 127 tons per day
Proposed Permit : 300 tons per day

Closure Date :

	

Estimated 202 0

Owner/Operator :

	

Marvin Pestoni, President, Clover Fla t
Landfill Inc .

Designated LEA :

	

Napa County Administration Office
Contact : Jay Hull, County Administrato r

III. SUMMARY :

• Proposed Proiect Continued operation of existing landfill wit h
increased tonnage and the enhancement of salvage operations .
Specific changes in the landfill design and operation ar e
summarized below :

Clover Flat Landfil l
Facility No . 28-AA-000 2

Class III Landfil l

4380 Silverado Trail, Calistoga

l5b
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1) The permitted tonnage will increase from 127 to 300 tons o f
waste per day .

2) The operator proposes to separate, process, and stockpil e
vegetative material . The proposed permit would limit th e
stockpile to a maximum of 1,500 cubic yards .

3) The operator proposes to separate, process, and stockpil e
concrete and asphalt debris for use on-site as road base . The
proposed permit would limit the stockpile to a maximum of 2,00 0
cubic yards .

4) The proposed permit would allow the co-disposal of dewatere d
non-hazardous sewage sludge within lined areas of the landfill i n
accordance with Waste Discharge Requirements (Numbers 91-160 an d
93-113) issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board .

5) The site boundary lot line will be adjusted to add 1 .9 acre s
to the permitted area and increase the total parcel size from 11 2
acres to 163 acres . The disposal footprint will not change from
the 44 acres addressed by the 1992 permit revision . An
additional three landfill gas monitoring probes will b e
installed .

Site History The landfill began operations in 1963 and wa s
issued a permit in 1978 . In 1992, the permit was revised t o
allow expansion of the disposal footprint from 12 acres to 4 4
acres which changed the estimated closure date from 1994 to 2026 .
The 1992 permit revision also incorporated improvements in sit e
environmental controls . Although the average daily tonnage i s
well below that allowed by the 1992 permit, in early 1995 th e
site began accepting occasional peak tonnages above the currentl y
permitted 126 tons per day . The LEA has issued Notice and Orde r
No . 95-01, which allows the site to accept daily tonnages in .
excess of 126 tons per day while the permit application i s
processed .

Site Description The landfill is located in a remote canyo n
north of Silverado Trail, three miles east of Calistoga in the
northern Napa Valley . Surrounding land is zoned as agricultura l
watershed and agricultural preserve . Cover material is obtaine d
on-site from excavations within the expansion area .

The only residence within 1,000 feet of the disposal area i s
located on-site and occupied by landfill management . Other on-
site improvements include a paved access road, gatehouse an d
scales, and maintenance building . The landfill is open to the
public Tuesday through Saturday, 9 a .m . to 4 p .m . and 9 a .m . to 3
p .m . on Sundays . The landfill is open to commercial hauler s
Monday to Sunday, 2 a .m . to 5 p .m .

•
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Environmental Controls Site environmental controls for dust ,
odor, leachate, vectors, litter, noise, fires, noise, an d
exclusion of hazardous waste are adequately described in th e
Report of Disposal Site Information (RDSI) which has been
incorporated by reference as a conditioning document of th e
permit .

IV. ANALYSIS :

Requirements for Concurrence with the Solid Waste Facility Permi t
Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board ha s
60 calendar days to concur in or object to the issuance of a
Solid Waste Facility Permit . Since the proposed permit for thi s
facility was received on March 21, 1996, the last day the Boar d
may act is May 20, 1996 .

The LEA has determined that the permit application package i s
complete and has submitted a proposed permit to the Board . Staf f
have reviewed a draft permit and supporting documentation an d
have found that the permit is acceptable for the Board' s
consideration . In making this determination the following item s
were considered :

1.

	

Conformance with County Plan - PRC Section 5000 0

The LEA has determined that the facility is identified by .
the most recently approved edition of the Napa County Soli d
Waste Management Plan, dated 1987 . The Board s Offi.e of
Local Assistance has concluded that the requirements of PRC
Section 50000 have been met

2.

	

Consistency with General Plan - PRC Section 50000 . 5

The LEA has found that the facility is identified in and i s
in compliance with the Land Use Element of the Napa Count y
General Plan adopted by the Napa County Board of Supervisor s
on June 7, 1983 and amended November 25, 1986 . In addition ,
On January 31, 1996, the Napa County Conservation ,
Development, and Planning Commission determined that the .
facility is consistent with the General plan . TheEOard s
Office of Local Assistance has concluded that the
requirements-

	

PRC Section SOt}Ofl . have been met

3.

	

Consistency with Waste Diversion Requirements - PRC 4400 9

Pursuant to PRC Section 44009 and LEA Advisory No . 28, the
LEA has determined that the record does not contai n
substantial evidence that the proposed project would preven t
or substantially impair the achievement of waste diversion
goals .
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4.

	

California Environmental Quality Act (CEOA )

State law requires the preparation and certification of a n
environmental. document whenever a project require s
discretionary approval by a public agency . The Napa County
Department of Conservation, Development and Plannin g
prepared a Negative Declaration (ND)(SCH# 95123033) for th e
proposed project . Board staff commented on the
environmental document on January 11, 1996 .

The ND was certified as approved by the lead agency o n
January 17, 1996. Mitigation measures were made a conditio n
of approval and the Lead Agency determined that the projec t
will not have a significant change on the environment . A
Notice of Determination (NOD) was filed by the lead agency
on January 31, 1996 .

California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14 Section 1509 6
(CEQA Guidelines) requires the Board, as a responsibl e
agency, to determine whether or not the evaluation o f
potential environmental impacts assessed in the
environmental document is adequate for the Board's use i n
the permitting process . After reviewing the environmenta l
documentation for the project, Board staff have determine d
that CEQA has been complied with .

5.

	

Compliance with State Minimum Standard s

A review of monthly LEA inspection reports indicates that
the landfill is currently operated in compliance with Stat e
Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal . A
joint Soard/LEA inspection conducted on June13, 1995, noted
two violrou. ss of 'State

i4 nimum'Standa'rds `The operator ;`
quickly brought the site back into compliance . Each monthly
inspection by the 1EA has :: shown ;compliance. wlth State:
Minimum .Standards :'.Board :staff .determned that the
compliance record of the landfill does not warrant : a
pre permit" inspection '

6.

	

Financial Mechanism

Article 3 .5 of Title 14 of the California Code o f
Regulations (CCR) requires operators of solid wast e
facilities to demonstrate the availability of financia l
resources to conduct closure and postclosure maintenanc e
activities . Article 3 .3 of Title 14 of the CCR . require s
operators to provide operating liability coverage .

CloverjFlat Landfilyl, Inc maintains a closure/postclosure
maintenance Crust fund which meets the requirements of :

159
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Section 18284 of the CCR .The trust fund balance i s
adequate an .4 Os: . the requirements of Section 182B2 of the
CCR The operator has also provided a certificate of
liability insurance which ;meets!the requirements of Section
1 8 2 3'

Compliance with Closure and Postclosure Requirement s

The Board's Closure and Remediation Branch deemed the
Preliminary Closure and Postclosure Maintenance Pla n
complete on December 24, 1991 . The closure plan has since
been amended to reflect expansion of the landfill and
changes associated with this permit revision . Board staf f
have provided detailed comments on the closure plans and ar e
in the process of reviewing responses to those comments .

V. STAFF RECOMMENDATION :

Because a new Solid Waste Facility Permit is proposed, the Boar d
must either concur or object to the proposed permit as submitte d
by the LEA . Because this permit .wassubmitaed shortly before th e
due date for April Perm'ttingand En€orcement Committee agenda

® items;, the committee item did not contain a staff recommendation .?.

Boars staff .;has since completes its review ,of the : permit and
supporting :documentation and can now recommend that the Board
adopt; Permit Decision No 96 l54 concurring to the issuance of
Solid' Waste ;: Facilities Permit No , .28-AA-000'.2 :i

VI. ATTACHMENTS :

Location Map
Site Map
Permit No . 28-AA-000 2
LEA AB 2296 Finding s
Permit Decision No . 96-15 4

VII. APPROVALS :

	

a 6 .

Prepared by :Jon	 Whitehill

VV ~~»

	

( ,4.
Reviewed by : Do . 3ier Jr ./Cody Beq

	Phone :	 255-388 1

ev Phone : 255-245 3

•

/

	

Phone : 255-243 1

(

	 Date/Time :42t/sIM

Approved by :

Legal Review :

Clint L . Whitney



IN CONSIDERATION OF THE IN-HOUS E
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ATTACHMENT 5

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION NO . 96-15 4

WHEREAS, Clover Flat Landfill, Inc . owns and operates th e
' Clover Flat Landfill ; and

WHEREAS, the Napa County Department of Conservation ,
Development and Planning, Lead Agency for CEQA, prepared a
Negative Declaration (ND)(SCH# 95123033) for the proposed
project ; and Board staff provided comments to the Lead Agency o n
January 11, 1996 ; and the Lead Agency adopted the fina l
environmental document on January 17, 1996 and filed the Notic e
of Determination for the project on January 31, 1996 ; and th e
project will not have a significant effect on the environment ;
and mitigation measures were made a condition of approval of th e
project ; and

WHEREAS, on March 21, 1996, the Napa County Administratio n
Office, acting as the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA), submitte d
to the Board for its review and concurrence in, or objection to ,
a revised Solid Waste Facility Permit for the Clover Flat '
Landfill ; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that all state and loca l
requirements for the proposed permit have been met, includin g
consistency with Board standards, conformance with the Count y
Solid Waste Management Plan, and consistency with the Count y
General Plan ; and

WHEREAS, Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit for
consistency with the standards adopted by the Board and found the
proposed facility design and operation in compliance with Stat e
Minimum Standards ; an d

WHEREAS, the project description in the CEQA document i s
consistent with the proposed permit ; and

WHEREAS, the LEA has determined that there is no substantia l
evidence that issuance of the proposed permit would prevent o r
substantially impair the jurisdiction's ability to meet diversion
requirements ; an d

WHEREAS, the LEA has made the determination that th e
facility's proposed design and operation is in compliance wit h
the State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposa l
based on their review of the submitted Report of Facilit y
Information and supporting documentation .

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California
Integrated Waste Management Board concurs in the issuance o f
Solid Waste Facility Permit No . 28-AA-0002 .

Ito\



CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrate d
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing i s
a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularl y
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Wast e
Management Board held on April 24 and 25, 1996 .

Dated :

Ralph E . Chandle r
Executive Director

•

•



CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
April 24-25, 199 6

AGENDA ITEM in

ITEM :

	

Consideration of Concurrence in the Issuance of a
Revised Solid Waste Facility Permit for the B&J Drop
Box Sanitary Landfill, Solano Count y

COMMITTEE ACTION :

As of the date that this item went to print, the
Permitting and Enforcement Committee had not made a
recommendation or decision on this item .

B&J Drop Box Sanitary Landfil l
Facility No . 48-AA-000 2

Class III Landfil l

6426 Hay Road, Unincorporated Solano County

161 acres, 141 approved for landfilling

Agricultural

Currently operating

An average of 240 tons per da y

1200 tons per day average with a maximum o f
2400 tons per day

7,300,000 . cubic yards remaining capacit y

B&J Drop Box Corporation
Archie Humphrey, Regional Manager

Solano County Department o f
Environmental Management ,
Birgitta Corsello, Directo r

2 .

	

BACKGROUND :

Facility Fact s

Name :

Facility Type :®

Location :

Area :

Setting :

Operational
Status :

Permitted
Tonnage :

Propose d
Tonnage :

Volumetri c
Capacity :

Owner and
Operator :

LEA :

•
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Proposed Projec t

B&J Drop Box Sanitary Landfil l, is requesting a revision to thei r
Solid Waste Facility Permit (permit) issued on July 28, 1992, t o
reflect planned operational and design changes . These change s
include :

• An expansion from 161 acres to 640 acres .

• An increase in the footprint from 141 acres to 256 acres .

• An increase in volume of waste from an average of 240 tons
per day to 1200 tons per day .

• Lining expansion areas to comply with Subtitle D and Clas s
II standards .

• Acceptance of Class II "Designated" wastes .

• Development of a new borrow area .

• Partial closure of Module 1 .

• A change in hours, the site will close for haulers at 4
p .m . rather than 4 :30 p .m . .

• Addition of a Battery, Oil, Paint, and Antifreez e
recycling center .

II .

	

SUMMARY :

Site History

This facility began operating in 1964 as an excavate-fill an d
burn facility . In 1973 the operator stopped burning waste an d
began landfilling waste . As part of this operation the site was
excavated to approximately 5 feet below ground level, shallo w
ground water began entering the disposal area . In 1982, the
operator proposed to install a slurry wall surrounding the sit e
to prevent the infiltration of water . The plan was to pump the
perched ground water within the perimeter of the slurry wal l
thereby reducing the water level and infiltration into waste .
After several years of operation it was determined that groun d
water infiltration into Module 1 was still a problem .

Project Description

B&J Drop Box Sanitary Landfill is located at 6426 Hay Road in a n
unincorporated area of Solano County . The facility is owned and
operated by B&J Drop Box Corporation . Site operations are

•
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conducted by Tri-County Development Company . The site will be
open to public and commercial haulers from 8 a .m . to 4 p .m . ,
seven days a week . Site operations will occur between 5 a .m . and
10 p .m . during daylight savings time and from 6 a .m . to 7 p .m .
duringthe rest of the year . Waste will be accepted from som e
commercial haulers during these site operations hours .
Surrounding land is zoned agricultural with a minimum size of 16 0
and 80 acres . There are several isolated residences locate d
within one mile of the site, however there are no residence s
within 1,000 feet of the boundaries . The site will include 64 0
acres, 256 of which will be used for disposal of waste .

An average of 1200 tons of waste per day (averaged over a 7 da y
week) will be accepted, with a daily maximum of 2400 tons . The
site will accept residential waste, demolition and constructio n
waste, brush and stumps, large appliances, tires, and street
refuse . In addition the site will accept sewage plant grit an d
scum, and sewage sludge . The Class II expansion areas will b e
able to accept designated wastes including, contaminated soil ,
ash, bio-solids/sludge, dredge debris, slab, construction, an d
demolition debris, commercial/industrial waste, and cullet . The
operator is proposing to use contaminated soil as daily cove r
whenever possible . However, if soils contaminated with volatil e
organic compounds (VOC) are used the operator must first obtain a
permit to operate from the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Managemen t
District . VOC contaminated soils may be used as intermediat e
cover without a permit to operate if they are covered with 6
inches of non-VOC contaminated (or clean) soil .

Asbestos Containing Waste (ACW) is currently accepted at th e
site . Friable asbestos is only accepted if double bagged an d
manifested . Each shipment is inspected, measured, logged, and
approved before it is unloaded . The ACW is currently placed in a
dedicated area of Module 1, however in the future the waste may
be placed in other areas . The Yolo-Solano Air Quality Managemen t
District will require the operator to obtain a permit to operat e
for the ACW disposal activities .

Ash is currently received moisture conditioned . The operator may
install ash moisture conditioning equipment on site if necessary .
The equipment will add moisture to the ash to the extent require d
to prevent it from being wind blown . Ash will be mixed with
contaminated soil and used for daily cover in the Class II area .

Environmental Control s

The Report of Disposal Site Information submitted for thi s
facility describes environmental control measures that wil l

• adequately minimize the effects of dust, litter, noise, odor ,
vectors, drainage, illegal hazardous waste disposal, drainage,
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and landfill gas . If operated according to these environmenta l
controls the site should operate in compliance with State Minimu m
Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal .

Resource Recovery

The operator currently salvages metal (white goods), tires ,
concrete, and asphalt . White goods are stored on site in a 3 5
cubic yard bin . When 70 cubic yards accumulate the metal i s
delivered to a broker . A contractor removes freon from al l
appliances that contain the material before disposal .

Concrete and asphalt are diverted and stockpiled at this site .
The material is used for construction of tipping pads and acces s
roads .

The operator is planning on installing a battery, oil, paint, an d
antifreeze (BOP) recycling facility . The BOP facility will be
open on Saturdays from 9 a .m . to 4 p .m . and will only accep t
waste from private citizens within the service area .

III . ANALYSIS :

Requirements for Concurrence with the Solid Waste Facilitie s
Permit Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, th e
Board has 60 calendar days to concur in or object to the issuanc e
of a Solid Waste Facility Permit . Since the proposed permit fo r
this facility was received on March 5, 1996, the last day th e
Board may act is May 4, 1996 .

The LEA has submitted a proposed permit to the Board . Staff have
reviewed the proposed permit and supporting documentation an d
have found that the permit is acceptable for the Board' s
consideration of concurrence . In making this determination th e
following items were considered :

1.

	

Conformance with County Plan

The LEA has determined that the facility is found in th e
Solano County Solid Waste Management Plan revised in Augus t
1988 and amended in September 1989 . Board staff agree with
said determination (Attachment 4) .

2.

	

Consistency with General Pla n

This facility is identified in the Land use and Circulatio n
Element of the Solano County General Plan, and th e
surrounding land• use is compatible with the facilit y
operation . The LEA and Board staff agree with said finding
(Attachment 4) .
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3. Consistency with Waste Diversion Requirement s

LEA Advisory No . 28, advises LEA's that any permit s
submitted for consideration by the Committee and Board, mus t
be accompanied by a letter from the LEA making a
determination whether there is substantial evidence tha t
issuance of the proposed permit would prevent or
substantially impair the jurisdiction's ability to mee t
diversion requirements . The LEA submitted a letter
confirming that they " . . .can find no evidence that thi s
facility may prevent or substantially impair the B and J
Landfill user jurisdictions from meeting the diversion
requirements of the Public Resources Code section 41780 . . . "
The analysis used in making this determination is included
as Attachment 5 .

4. California Environmental Quality Act (CEOA )

State law requires the preparation and certification of an
environmental document whenever a project require s
discretionary approval by a public agency . The Solano
County Department of Environmental Management prepared a n
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (SCH# 92063112) and a
Negative Declaration (SCR# 95093048) for the proposed
project . The EIR was certified as approved by the lea d
agency on May 20, 1993, and a Notice of Determination wa s
filed on May 25, 1993 . The Negative Declaration wa s
certified as approved by the lead agency on December 7, ,
1995, and a Notice of Determination was filed on Decembe r
11, 1995 .

The Solano County Planning Commission made a Statement o f
Overriding Considerations because the expansion element o f
the EIR will have a significant and—unavoidable aestheti c
impact due to the visual intrusion on Highway 113 . Visual
impacts are not within the authority of the Board as a
Responsible Agency under the CEQA .

After reviewing the EIR and Negative Declaration an d
responses to comments for the proposed project, Board staf f
have determined that CEQA documents are adequate for th e
Board's evaluation of the proposed project for those project
activities which are within this Agency's expertise and/or
powers or which are required to be carried out or approved
by the Board .

5. Consistency with State Minimum Standard s

•

	

Board staff and the LEA determined during an inspection o f
this facility on March 28, 1996, that the facility is
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operating in compliance with State Minimum Standards for
Waste Handling and Disposal .

6. Financial Assuranc e

B&J Drop Box, Inc ., has established an acceptable financia l
mechanism, in the form of trust fund to cover the estimated
closure and postclosure maintenance costs of this facility .
This mechanism meets the financial assurance requirements o f
Title 14 of the California Code of Regulation . In addition ,
based on the data provided by the operator, the fund balanc e
is adequate .

B&J Drop Box, Inc ., also submitted a Certificate o f
Insurance which provides coverage for operating liability .
The requirement for operating liability insurance has bee n
satisfied for this facility .

7. Closure and Postclosure Maintenance Plan s

The preliminary Closure and Postclosure Maintenance Plan s
were deemed complete on January 6, 1994 .

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION :

Because a revised Solid Waste Facility Permit is proposed, th e
Board must either concur or object to the proposed permit a s
submitted by the LEA .

Staff recommend that the Board adopt Permit Decision No . 96-15 5
concurring in the issuance of Solid Waste Facility Permit No . 48 -
AA-0002 .

V. ATTACHMENTS :

1. Location Map
2. Site Map
3. Permit No . 48-AA-000 2
4. AB2296 Finding of Conformanc e
5. Prevent and Impair Statemen t
6. Permit Decision No . 96-155

Phone : 255-416 2

Phone : 255-245 3

Phone : 255-243 1Approved by : Clinton L . Whitney

Legal Review :

Prepared by : Russ J . Kan
4147

	

4IV

Reviewed by : Do	 Dier/Suzanne Hambleton
A
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Attachment 6

California Integrated Waste Management Board
Permit Decision No . 96-15 5

April 24 and 25, 199 6

WHEREAS, the Solano County Department of Environmenta l
Management, acting as the Local Enforcement Agency, submitted t o
the Board on March 5, 1996, for its review and concurrence in, or
objection to a revised Solid Waste Facility Permit for the B& J
Drop Box Sanitary Landfill ; and

WHEREAS, the Solano County Department of Environmenta l
Management, the lead agency for CEQA review, prepared an EIR an d
a Negative Declaration for the proposed project ; Board staf f
reviewed the EIR and a Negative Declaration and provided comments
to the Solano County Department of Environmental Management do
February 10, 1993 and October 23, 1995 ; the proposed project wil l
have a significant effect on the environment ; and mitigation
measures were made a condition of approval of the propose d
project ; the Solano County Department of Environmental Managemen t
adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations ; and the Solano
County Department of Environmental Management filed Notices o f
Determination with the County Clerk on May 25, 1993 ; and

WHEREAS, the Solano County Planning Commission made a
Statement of Overriding Considerations because the expansion
element of the EIR will have a significant and unavoidabl e
aesthetic impact due to the visual intrusion on Highway 113 ; an d
visual impacts are not within the authority of the Board as a
Responsible Agendy under the CEQA ; an d

WHEREAS, Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit fo r
consistency with the standards adopted by the Board ; and

WHEREAS, the project description in the CEQA document i s
consistent with the proposed permit ; and

WHEREAS, Board staff and the LEA determined during an
inspection on March 28, 1996, that this facility is operating i n
compliance with State Minimum Standards for Waste Handling and
Disposal ; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that all state and local
requirements for the proposed permit have been met, including
consistency with Board standards, conformance with the Solan o
County Solid Waste Management Plan, and consistency with the
Solano County General Plan, and compliance with the CEQA .

I lot



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Californi a
Integrated Waste Management Board concurs in the issuance o f
Solid Waste Facilities Permit No . 48-AA-0002 .

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrate d
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing i s
a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularl y
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on April 24 and 25, 1996 .

Dated :

Ralph E . Chandle r
Executive Director

•
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ITEM :

	

CONSIDERATION OF CONCURRENCE IN THE ISSUANCE OF A RE -
VISED SOLID WASTE FACILITIES PERMIT FOR THE OLINDA
ALPHA LANDFILL, ORANGE COUNTY

I. COMMITTEE ACTION :

At the time this item went to print, the Permitting and Enforce-
ment Committee had not yet taken action on this item .

II. BACKGROUND :

Olinda Landfill and Olinda Alpha Landfill are permitted as two
separate Class III landfills, separated topographically and geo-
logically by a ridge line between two canyons which make up the
respective sites . The proposed permit revision which is de -
scribed below, would combine these two sites and call the facili-
ty the Olinda Alpha Landfill . In addition to combining the fa-
cilities, this proposed permit will allow the operator to exca-
vate and landfill the ridge area which separates the sites, whic h
will eventually result in the facilities being at one grade .

Facility Facts

Olinda Landfill and Olinda Alpha Landfill ,
Facility No . 30-AB-0016 and 30=AB-003 5

Class - III Solid Waste Disposal Site

1942 North Valencia, Brea, CA

335 acres for Olinda Landfill, and 235 acre s
for Olinda Alpha

677 acres, 420 acres allowed for landfilling ,
257 acres are used for ancillary activitie s
and a buffer zone .

Both sites lie within the unincorporate d
portion of Orange County, surrounded by ope n
space, petroleum recovery, and a Boy Scou t
Camp

Name :

Facility Type :

Location :

Total Permitted
Area :

Proposed Area :

Setting :
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Permitte d
Daily Capacity :

	

A peak of 2,400 tons per day (TPD) at Olinda
Landfill and a peak of 8,000 TPD at Olind a
Alpha

Propose d
Daily Capacity :

	

A peak of 8,000 tons per day, and an average
of 6000 TPD

•

Operationa l
Status : Olinda'Landfill (old) operated since 1960 an d

Olinda Alpha Landfill has operated sinc e
1981 . Note that Olinda Landfill (old) signif -
icantly reduced the yearly tonnage to 200 0
tons per year in 1981, when the new Olind a
Alpha Landfill (new) opened .

Waste Type :

	

Nonhazardous residential, commercial an d
industrial solid waste which are classifie d
as Class III waste s

Permitted
Capacity :

Proposed
Capacity :

Olinda Landfill's (old) original permitte d
capacity was 28 million cubic yards of wast e
of which 24 .8 million cubic yards have bee n
deposited . Olinda Alpha Landfill (new) has a
permitted capacity of 36'million cubic yard s
.of which 19 .9 million cubic yards was i n
place as of 1993 .

130 .5 million cubic yards total permitte d
capacity, 55 .61 million cubic yards in plac e
as of 1993, with a life expectancy of approx-
imately 17 years, or the year 2013 .

Operator/Owner :

	

County of Orang e
Environmental Management Agency /
Integrated Waste Management Department
Vicki Wilson, Director

LEA :

	

Orange County
Health Care Agency
Environmental Health Division
Local Solid Waste Enforcement Agency
Mr . Robert Merryman, Director

•

•
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History and Currently Permitted Projec t

Background on Olinda Landfill (older site) :
Olinda Landfill (old) began operating in 1960 . In 1979 the fa-
cility obtained a Solid Waste Facilities Permit (SWFP), Facility
Number, 30-AB-0016, which allowed approximately 675,000 tons pe r
year (approximately 1875 tons per day assuming a seven day oper-
ating week) . Due to available' capacity, the permit estimate d
operations would continue until 1981 . However, the facility
operated beyond 1981 . In fact, on April 12, 1989, the Olind a
Landfill (old) was issued a revised SWFP and is currently operat -
ing. under it's conditions . The 1989 SWFP allows the facility t o
accept 2,400 tons per day (TPD) . Based on this rate the permi t
projected the remaining capacity for disposal to be one year and
five months or 3,700,000 cubic yards of waste . However, the
operator has been accepting approximately 2000 tons per year for
several years, resulting in the extension of Olinda Landfill' s
(old) site life .

	

Surrounding land use described in the 198 9
SWFP included open space, oil fields, Olinda Alpha Landfill, and
a Boy Scout Reservation .

® Background on Olinda Alpha (newer site) :
Olinda Alpha Landfill (new) obtained a SWFP, Facility Number 35 -
AB = 0035, and began operation in 1981 on 335 acres of the 677-acre
area which was designated for Olinda (old) and Olinda Alpha (new )
landfills . In 1993, the SWFP was revised and currently the sit e
is operating under it's conditions . Currently, the 1993 SWFP
specifies that the facility may accept up to 8,000 TPD of waste .
The permit projected a design capacity of 36 million cubic yard s
of which 19 .9 million cubic yards were in place at the time th e
permit was issued . Surrounding land uses were described in the
SWFP as Agricultural-Oil Field . This permit also allows a 5 . 4
megawatt landfill gas to energy plant which extracts gas fro m
both Olinda (old) and Olinda Alpha (new) landfills .

Since 1993, the operator has been operating under a Stipulate d
Order of Compliance which allows Olinda Landfill to incorporat e
the . five year permit review required pursuant to California Cod e
of Regulations, Title 14, Section 18213, to be conducted in con -
junction with Olinda Alpha's application for "permit revision" .
On January 31, 1995, the LEA issued another Stipulated Order o f
Compliance to allow the Olinda Landfill to accept a peak of 8,00 0
TPD in lieu of the landfill disposal operations at Olinda Alpha ,
therefore only allowing one site to accept waste at one time .

This order also allows the operator to conduct one permit review
for both sites .

•
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Both sites combined are currently allowed to accept up to 8,40 0
TPD . However, because of a Memorandum of Understanding with the
City of Brea the operator can only accept an annual average wast e
flow of 6,000 TPD .

Proposed Projec t

This proposed project will accomplish several tasks . It wil l
combine the Olinda and Olinda Alpha Landfills under one permit .
The proposed permit will allow the excavation of the centra l
ridge between the two landfills and an adjacent stockpile are a
and utilization of the excavated area for disposal operation s
thus physically combining the two sites . This design change wil l
create more landfill capacity and increase the final grade .
Before filling the newly excavated area, it will have to be line d
in accordance with Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations .
As part of the new project a groundwater remediation system an d
monitoring and reporting program will be implemented .

The proposed project is to allow for a daily tonnage of 8,00 0
tons per day of residential, commercial, demolition, and indus-
trial waste . The total landfill acreage is 677 of which approxi-
mately . 420 acres will be utilized for refuse disposal and th e
remainder will be used as a buffer zone . Proposed final contour s
will extend to 1,300 feet above sea level . In the proposed permi t
will be the allowance for a tire recycling operation, a househol d
hazardous waste . collection center and storage area, loadcheckin g
program, a scalehouse, a methane gas collection and flare system ,
and a leachate collection and recovery system .

Olinda Alpha Landfill's proposed permit will allow the facilit y
to dispose of waste until the year 2013 . The remaining capacity
of this proposed design will be 74 .9 million cubic yards .

III . SUMMARY :

Project Description :

Olinda and Olinda Alpha Landfills are located within the Chino
Hills in an unincorporated area of northeast Orange County, adja-
cent to the City of Brea, immediately south of the Los Angele s
County line . Access to the site is gained from Valencia Avenue ,
off of Imperial Highway, to the Carbon Canyon Road .

The sites are zoned Al-O, Agricultural-Oil field . The land imme-
diately surrounding the landfills are currently used for ope n
space, petroleum recovery, and a Boy Scout Camp . The neares t
off-site structures are within one-half mile of the site bound-
ary. There are no structures within 1,000 feet of the boundary .

•

•
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Upon acceptance of waste for disposal at the scalehouse, vehicle s
are immediately directed by the scalehouse operator to the work-
ing face of the landfill . Commercial vehicles are generall y
directed to an unloading area which is separate from that used by
private vehicles .

The refuse collection trucks are directed by traffic flow person-
nel to unload in a confined area . A dozer spreads the wast e
approximately two feet deep across the working face, then com-
pacts the waste by making several passes over the refuse . At
least one employee, trained in hazardous waste load checking, i s
present at the tipping area to watch each customer unload t o
ensure no hazardous waste enters the disposal facility .

Before the end of the working day, refuse is covered with a t
least 6 inches of compacted soil . Daily and intermediate cove r
is currently obtained from an on-site borrow area . Areas antici-
pated to remain inactive for 180 days are covered with at leas t
12 inches of compacted soil .

Environmental Controls The Report of Disposal Site Informatio n
submitted for this facility has described environmental control
measures that will adequately minimize the effects of dust, lit -
ter, noise, odor, vectors, illegal hazardous waste disposal ,
drainage and landfill gas associated with the landfill .

Resource Recovery Salvaging is conducted by a contract opera -
tor . Recovered items generally include metals, mattresses, wood ,
paper, white goods, tires and glass .

IV . ANALYSIS :

Rectuirements for Concurrence with the Solid Waste Facilitie s
Permit Pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC), Section 44009 ,
the Board has 60 calendar days to concur in or object to th e
issuance of a Solid Waste Facility Permit . Since the propose d
permit for this facility was received on March 7, 1996 the las t
day the Board may act is May-6, 1996 .

Staff have reviewed the permit and supporting-documentation, an d
have found that the proposed permit is acceptable for the Board' s
consideration of concurrence . In making the determination the
following requirements were considered :

1 .

	

Conformance with County Plan

Because the Orange County Integrated Waste Management Pla n
was approved by the Board on March 27, 1996, the guiding
statute for County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP)

115
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conformance is Public Resource Code (PRC) 50001 . The facil-
ity is identified and described in the Siting Element . The
analysis used in making this determination is included a s
Attachment 4 .

2. Consistency with General Plan

Because the Orange County Integrated Waste Management Plan .
has been approved, the finding of consistency with the gen-
eral plan pursuant to PRC section 50000 .5 (a) and (b) is no t
required, as the finding is only applicable during the gap .
However, in the proposed permit, the LEA has made the find-
ing .

3.

	

Consistency with Waste Diversion Requirement s

Because the Orange County Integrated Waste Management Pla n
has been approved, a determination in accordance with th e
directions from LEA Advisory No . 28, dated July 26, 1995 ,
staff of the LEA made an assessment, pursuant to PRC 44009 ,
to determine if the record contains evidence that the pro -
posed permit would prevent or substantially impair th e
achievement of waste diversion goals is not required . How -
ever, the LEA has determined that there is no substantia l
evidence that the issuance of the proposed permit will pre -
vent or substantially impair Orange County user jurisdic-
tions from meeting waste diversion goals (Attachments 5) .

4.

	

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA )

State law requires the preparation, circulation and adop-
tion/certification of an environmental document and adoptio n
of a Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program .

The Environmental/Project Planning Division (County), actin g
as Lead Agency, prepared an Environmental Impact Repor t
(EIR), No . 534, State Clearinghouse Number 90010470 in 199 2
and Addendum to the EIR, Addendum IP 94-91 approved in 1995 ,
for the proposed project . The Board of Supervisors certi-
fied the EIR, No . 534, (NOCLATS) on March 10, 1992 . The
study deemed the vertical expansion project . for Olinda and
Olinda Alpha landfills were the preferred alternative .

A Mitigation Reporting and Monitoring Program (MRMP) wa s
adopted . Potential environmental impacts and mitigation
measures associated with the proposed project for the permi t
revision of the Olinda Alpha Landfill, Solid Waste Facili -

•
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ties Permit #30-AB-0035, are identified and incorporated i n
the MRMP .

5. Consistency with State Minimum Standards

The LEA and Board staff determined that the facility's de -
sign and operation are ,in compliance with the State Minimu m
Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal during an
inspection of the facility on March 14, 1996 .

6. Closure/Post Closure Maintenance Plan s

Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR), . section
18268 requires Closure and PostClosure Maintenance Plans fo r
solid waste disposal facilities . The required preliminary
plans for the landfill were deemed complete by the Board' s
Closure and Remediation Branch .

7. Financial Mechanism Requirements and Operating Liability

Orange County has three approved financial assurance mecha-
nisms for closure costs, postclosure maintenance costs, an d
operating liability coverage . The mechanisms include a
closure escrow account, pledge of revenue for postclosure
maintenance costs, and self-insurance for operating liabili-
ty coverage .

The mechanisms meet the requirements of Title 14, California
Code of Regulations (CCR), Division 7, Chapter 5, Article
3 .5, Section 18285 and 18290, and Article 3 .3 Section 18237 .
The amount of coverage for closure and postclosure mainte-
nance costs meets the requirements of 14 CCR Section 18282 .
The amount of liability coverage meets the requirements o f
14 CCR Section 18232 .

V . STAFF RECOMMENDATION :

Because a revised Solid Waste Facility Permit has been proposed ,
the Board must either concur with or object to the proposed per-
mit as submitted by the LEA .

Staff recommend that the Board adopt Permit Decision No . 96-15 6
concurring in the issuance of Solid Waste Facility Permit No .
30-AB-0035 .
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ATTACHMENT 6

California Integrated Waste Management Board
Permit Decision No . 96-15 6

April 24 and 25, 199 6

WHEREAS, the Olinda Alpha Landfill is owned and operated b y
the Orange County Environmental Management Agency/Integrated
Waste Management Department (County), as a Class III landfill fo r
the handling and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste ; and

WHEREAS, the operator submitted an application for a revise d
Solid Waste Facilities Permit to allow for the changes which had
occurred at the landfill, these changes were documented in th e
LEA's permit review report dated January 29, 1996, including
combining the two sites, Olinda Landfill, and Olinda Alpha Land -
fill which would include excavating and landfilling the ridg e
area which separates the sites, eventually resulting in the fa-
cilities being at one grade ; and

WHEREAS, the LEA has submitted to the Board for its revie w
and concurrence in, or objection to, a revised Solid Waste Facil-
ities Permit for Olinda Alpha Landfill ; and

WHEREAS, the County, acting as Lead Agency, prepared an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), No . 534 and Addendum to the
EIR, Addendum IP- 94-91, SCH 90012470, for the proposed project ;
Board staff reviewed the MND and provided comments to the County ;
the proposed project will have a significant effect on the envi-
ronment ; mitigation measures were made a condition of the approv-
al of the proposed project ; and the County approved the projec t
and the Notice of Determination was filed ; and

WHEREAS, Board staff and the LEA have evaluated the propose d
permit and supporting documents for consistency with standard s
adopted by the Board ; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that all state and local require-
ments for the proposed permit have been met, including consisten-
cy with Board standards, conformance with the Orange County Soli d
Waste Management Plan, consistency with the County General Plan ,
and compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act .

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Integrat-
ed Waste Management Board concurs in the issuance of Solid Wast e
Facilities Permit No . 30-AB-0035 .



CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrate d
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing i s
a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularl y
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Manage-
ment Board held on April 24 and 25, 1996 .

Dated :

Ralph E . Chandle r
Executive Director

•
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
April 24, 199 6

AGENDA ITEM R9

ITEM :

	

CONSIDERATION OF CONCURRENCE IN THE ISSUANCE OF A
REVISEL SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT FOR THE FAIRMEAD
LANDFILL, MADERA COUNTY

I .

	

COMMITTEE ACTION :

At the time that this item was prepared, the Permitting an d
Enforcement Committee had not yet taken an action on this item .
Please note that changes from the Permitting and Enforcemen t
Committee agenda item are reflected in this item by redline for
up-to-date infor :tation, and otrikc out for outdated information .

II .

	

BACKGROUND :

Facility Fact s

Name :

Facility Type :

Operational
Status :

Permitted
Tonnage :

Proposed
Permitted

• Tonnage :

Fairmead Landfill
Facility No . 20-AA-000 2

Class III Landfil l

21739 Road 1 9
Chowchilla, Californi a

The total permitted area will be 120 116 . 2
acres, total disposal will be 77 acres .

Surrounding land use and land zoning i s
agricultural, rural ; agricultural, rura l
exclusive ; commercial, rural, highway ; and
one parcel that is zoned open space which i s
contiguous to the northwest corner of th e
existing landfill .

Active, the current filling area of the
landfill is unpermitted, operating under a
Notice & Order .

200 Tons Per Day (TPD )

292 283 Average Daily TPD, with a peak of 494
395 TPD
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3,204,00& 3,204,349 cubic yards (airspace )

County of Mader a
Dept . of Engineering & General Service s
Mr . Michael Kirn, County Enginee r

Contract
Operator :

	

Madera Disposal Systems, Inc .
Mr . Gene Dupreau, Owne r

LEA :

	

Madera County Environmental Health Dept .
Mr . James Blanton, Directo r

Proposed Projec t

The proposed permit would allow for the following changes in th e
design and operation of the facility :

► Increase in the maximum daily tonnage from 200 TPD to a n
average daily tonnage of 29 2 283 TPD with a peak daily
tonnage of B494 395 TPD .

► Expansion of the permitted area from 48 .3 acres to I-24
116 .22 acres of which 77 acres are designated for disposal
with an estimated closure date of 2026 2013 ... .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

► Conversion of standard landfilling method (cut and fill) t o
a balefill method of operation .

► Expansion of the operating hours from 8 :00 - 5 :00 pm, Monday
thru Friday (M-F) and 9 :00 am - 5 :00 pm, Saturday & Sunday
to :

Public hours : M-F 8 :00 am - 4 :30 pm ; Sat &
Sun 9 :00 am - 4 :30 pm

Operator hours : M-F 7 :00 am - 7 :00 pm ; Sat &
Sun P :00 am - 6 :00 pm

Other : Mon-Sat @ 5 :00 am - State Correctional
Facilitie s

► Construction of an landfill gas extraction system and flare .

► Construction of new waste management units in accordanc e
with current regulatory requirements (Subtitle D) .

► Allowance o: an Alternative Daily Cover (ADC) Demonstration
Project usiig geosynthetic blankets and shredded gree n
material for balefill cover .

Volumetri c
Capacity :

Owner :

•

•
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► Increase in the landfill . height from a final elevation o f
245 feet to 310 feet .

• Allowance o.f the acceptance of non-friable asbestos an d
treated biohazardous wastes .

III . SUJMMARY :

Site History

The facility has been in existence since 1973, and was originally
permitted in 1979 as a 48 .3 acre site . The existing permit was
issued January 7, 1986 .

The facility is located on County-owned property . The daily
operations of the Fairmead Landfill have been conducted by Mader a
Disposal Systems, Inc . (MDSI), the contract operator, since Jul y
1981 . MDSI provides all the labor, material, equipment an d
facilities necessary for the facility's operation .

In January 1989, an Environmental Impact Report was prepared for
a proposed expansion which . was to be a total of 151 acres . Thi s
area included privately owned parcels . Although it is the
intention of Madera County to acquire the privately owned parcel s
and use the area for. final landfill expansion, the acquisitio n
will probably not occur until after 2010 .

On May 8, 1991, a Notice and Order (N&O) was issued that allowe d
for an increase of tonnage from 200 TPD to 395 TPD ; prohibited
further expansion beyond the then current height of 276' ; and
directed the operator to submit a Final Closure/Postclosur e
Maintenance Plan with an application for permit revision by Jul y
1, 1991 .

On July 22, 1991, a Stipulated Order of Compliance (STIP) wa s
issued that specified the same terms and conditions as stated
above, with the exception of the compliance date for submittal o f
an application for permit revision being changed from July 1 t o
November 1, 1991 .

On January 27, 1992, a revised STIP was issued that again change d
the date of compliance from November 1, 1991 to August 1, 1992 .

On August 4, 1993, a new STIP was issued which indicated th e
tonnage had increased up to a maximum of 417 TPD ; the landfil l
height had increased to 306' . This new STIP now allowed for wast e
to be placed in a 7 .5 acre expansion area ; allowed for the
acceptance of a maximum of 450 TPD ; and directed the operator t o

• obtain a revised permit by October 9, 1993 .
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On September 20, 1994, the LEA accepted an incomplete applicatio n
package for the Mammoth Recycling Facility & Transfer Statio n
(MRF/TS), and the Fairmead Landfill ; the applicant waived the 12 0
day time frame for processing the application contained in PR C
Section 44008 . The application was intended to be a revision't o
the landfill's existing permit . The primary changes were to be
the addition of the MRF/TS at the landfill and conversion of th e
landfill operations to a balefill method of operation .

On November 21, 1994, a N&O was issued which indicated the
tonnage had increased to a maximum of 503 TPD, and the wast e
footprint had been expanded beyond the permitted boundarie s
without obtaining a revised permit . A composite liner system was
installed without the RWQCB's approval, and baled waste was bein g
accepted . In essence, this N&O prohibited any further expansio n
beyond the previously mentioned 7 .5 acre area prior to obtaining
a revised permit .

On November 23, 1994, the applicant formally withdrew th e
application . (A new application for a new Solid Waste Facilit y
Permit and a proposed permit was submitted for the MRF/TS only ,
which was concurred in by the Board in February 1994 . )

On November 1, 1995, a new N&O was issued which noted severa l
violations, incltding a increase in tonnage and expanding beyon d
the permitted boundaries, the acceptance of baled waste ,
exceeding the maximum landfill height, operating prior t o
permitted hours, inadequate intermediate cover i n. the unpermitted
expansion area, litter, and cover .

Among other things, the N&O directed the operator to submit a
fill sequence/cell construction plan, a schedule for constructio n
and implementation of a Gas Monitoring and Control Plan ,
implement the Interim Gas Monitoring and Control Plan a s
contained in the partial Final Closure and Postclosur e
Maintenance Plans, limits the use of alternative daily cove r
materials to the composite lined areas of the 7 .5 acres, submit
an application for permit revision by January 2, 1996, and
correct all violations of State Minimum Standards prior t o
applying for the permit revision .

Additionally, prohibitions in the N&O included but are no t
limited to, expanding beyond the 7 .5 acre expansion area prior t o
obtaining a revised permit, conducting operations during hours o f
darkness without adequate lighting as approved by the LEA ,
exceeding a maximum final landfill height of 310', and acceptin g
more than a peak of 375 tons per day or 246 tons maximum dail y
average .

•

•
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Project Description

The Fairmead Landfill property is located in the County of Mader a
at 21739 Road 19, near State Highway 99 . Access to the site i s
from Road 19, a rural, two-lane paved road that runs north-sout h
along the western edge of the property . Access to Road 19 i s
gained directly from Highway 99, or via other rural roads .

The site, including most of the planned expansion area, i s
bounded by Avenue 22 to the north, Avenue 2134 to the south, an d
Road 19 to the west, and Road 1934 and by five privately owne d
parcels . These structures are within a distances of 625' to 800 '
from the landfill . The originally permitted 48 acre landfill i s
located in the northern portion of the site . The County owns
approximately 72 acres to the south and southeast of the 48 acre s
which will be used for landfill expansion . In the future, whe n
the privately owned parcels are acquired, the total County-owne d
land at the site will be approximately 150 acres, roughly 12 5
acres of which will be used for landfilling/balefilling .

The expansion of the landfill will occur in two phases . Phase I
is the existing permitted site preparing for closure . Phase I I
includes the area directly south of the existing landfill whic h
is currently being balefilled, and Phase III is the area located
east of the Phase I and II areas . Phase III includes the propert y
of the private owned parcels .

The actual waste-hauling traffic currently entering the landfil l
is limited to the landfill equipment that transports waste bales
from the Mammoth Recycling Facility and Transfer Statio n
(MRF/TS), and a few public and commercial vehicles that are sen t
to the landfill directly from the MRF because their loads are no t
appropriate for MRF processing . A load checker is stationed a t
the working face of the landfill to check public and commercia l
load that are sent directly from the MRF . (The MRF/TS is locate d
on the same parcel as the landfill but is permitted with a
separate legal boundary developed by a licensed Land Surveyor . )
Waste types received at the landfill include mixed municipal ,
non-hazardous industrial, construction/demolition wastes ,
agricultural, non-friable asbestos, tires (i .e ., stockpiled i n
quantities less than 499), and wood mill .

The landfill is divided into three primary waste management unit s
(WMU) . The original 48 acre site is designated as WMU 1 which i s
preparing for closure . The additional expansion area to the sout h
and southeast of WMU 1, land currently owned by the County ,
create WMU 2 and WMU 3a which total approximately 72 acres . In
the future, the 1.•lanned expansion area of approximately 29 acre s
that is not currently County-owned will create WMU 3b . Waste
Management Unit 2, the first expansion area, will be divided int o•
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four cells, plus one cell that will bring the area between WMU 1
and WMU 2 to final grade .

Currently, the active balefill area is in WMU 2 in a 7 .5 acre
area . A portion of this 7 .5 acres (approximately 3± acres) wa s
constructed prior to the requirements of Subtitle D, and ,
therefore, was constructed with :Id? lay liner . The remainder of
the 7 .5 acres, as well as, the aitional expansion area (whic h
totals approximately 34 13 . acres) has been constructed t o
Subtitle D specifications with a geosynthetic liner .

Bales are produced at the MRF/TS and loaded onto flatbed trailer s
using loader equipment with a customized bale lifting grapple .
The Logemann baler produces a bale that is approximately 45" x
31" x 64" (1 .92 cubic yards), with a weight of approximatel y
2,000 to 2,600 pounds . Bales are then delivered to the landfil l
and placed on the leading face (or edge) of the active lift .
Each lift (layers of bales between soil) is typically four bale s
high (roughly 10 ) and the bale placement direction is staggere d
to create an interlocking effect for stability . As each lift
progresses horizontally, a soil fire break will be incorporate d
into the lift approximately every 200 feet . The fire breaks wil l
constructed by placing and compacting a wedge of loose waste a t
the end of the lift . A layer of soil 6-12" will then be place d
over loose wastes .

As a part of the balefill operation the use of alternative dail y
cover (ADC), i .e ., geosynthetic blanket and green waste i s
planned which is currently occurring . in a demonstration project .
The demonstration project will evaluate the ADC effectiveness ,
but will also help to determine the most effective means o f
balefill operation . A balefill operation is significantl y
different from a standard landfill operation because the wast e
are compacted into bales, and the active face is comprised o f
horizontal and vertical faces, not a single sloping face .

Loose wastes that are brought to the active face are place d
around the bales and compacted into void spaces between the
bales . When loose wastes are used to cover the bale lifts or us e
to create fire break slopes, daily soil cover will be applied ,
not ADC . A minimi ..m of 6" of soil is placed over the horizonta l
surfaces of each lift daily ; green wastes are used on side slop e
areas where loose wastes are placed ; vertical faces of wast e
bales are genera :.ly covered with Fabrisoil (a non-wove n
polypropylene sheeting) .

Green wastes are stockpiled on the landfill site away from the
active area . The materials are then chipped, using a mobil e
grinder .

•

•
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currently;; Tthe Report of Disposal Site Information (RDSI )
indicates the waste stream for 1996 is projected to be an average
of 227 TPD, with a peak of 411 TPD . Assuming a 6 .5's population
and waste stream growth per year, the quantity is expected to
increase to an average of 292 TPD, with a .peak of 528 TPD by
2000 . Board staff',, recognize this information as not consistent
with:;: other .€information included in this item, , and, therefore, are :
working with the operator andLEA to resolve the incons steno es
between the RDSI,; the environmental documents and tie propose d

R !ER,

Environmental Controls The environmental control measures fo r
dust, vectors, drainage, litter, fire, noise, and odor ar e
described in the December 1995, Report of Disposal Informatio n
(RDSI) . The LEA has determined that these controls, if applied ,
will meet the StEte Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handlin g
and'Disposal .

Resource Recovery Salvaging activities at the site are minima l
because the waste is transferred from the Mammoth Material s
Recovery where resource recovery occurs .

IV .

	

ANALYSIS :

Requirements for Concurrence with the Solid Waste Facilitie s
Permit Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the
Board has 60 calendar days to concur in or object to the issuanc e
of a Solid Waste Facilities Permit . Since the proposed permit fo r
this facility was received on March 14, 1995 the last day th e
Board may act is May 13, 1996 .

The LEA has submitted a proposed permit to the Board . However ,
Board staff are currently reviewing the proposed permit ,
supporting documentation, and the updates as they are bein g
received to determine whether the permit is acceptable for th e
Board's consideration of concurrence . An update on the
outstanding issues identified in requirement number four and fiv e
below will be provided at the April committee meeting .

1 .

	

Conformance with' County Pla n

The Fairmead Landfill is identified and described in th e
Madera County Solid Waste Management Plan, 1984 Revision ,
which has been approved by the County of Madera and by th e
city which contains a majority of the population of th e
incorporated area of the county . Based upon this information
Board staff conclude that the requirements of PRC 50000 hav e
been met .

18I



Board Meeting

	

Agenda Item '
April 24, 1996

	

Page 8

2.

	

Consistency with General Plan

According to the Minutes of the Madera County Plannin g
Commission Findings, the General Plan designates the area o f
the Fairmead Landfill and adjacent land uses as Solid Wast e
Disposal and Agriculture . Based upon this information Board
staff conclude that the facility is consistent with the Count y
of Madera General Plan (PRC 50000 .5) . (See Attachment 4 . )

3.

	

Consistency with Waste Diversion Requirement s

In accordance with the directions of LEA Advisory No . 28 ,
dated July 26, 1995, the LEA has made an assessment, pursuan t
to PRC 44009, to determine if the record contains evidenc e
that the proposed permit would prevent or substantially impai r
the achievement of waste diversion goals . On March 14, 1996 ,
Board staff received the LEA's statement which indicates ther e
is no evidence that the issuance of the proposed permit woul d
prevent or substantially impair the jurisdiction's ability t o
meet Madera County's .waste diversion goals .

4.

	

California Environmental Quality Act (CEOA )

The Madera County Department of Engineering and Genera l
Services, acting as the Lead Agency, prepared an Environmenta l
Impact Report for the Fairmead Landfill expansion indicatin g
the project would not have a significant effect on the
environment ; mitigation measures were made a condition of th e
approval of the project . A Notice of Determination (SCH #
88021522) was prepared; however, it is not signed or dated an d
there is no indication that it was filed with the Count y
Clerk .

The Madera County Planning Department, acting as the Lea d
Agency, prepared a Negative Declaration for the landfil l
height increase indicating the project would not have a
significant effect on the environment ; mitigation measures
were made a condition of approval of the project . A Notice o f
Determination (SCH # 93112037) was filed with the County Cler k
on December 24, 1993 .

The Madera County Planning Department, acting as the Lea d
Agency, prepared a Negative Declaration (SCH # 93122021) fo r
the establishment and operation of the MRF/TS, and change i n
operation of waste management practices to balefill at th e
Fairmead Landfill .

The Madera :ounty Planning Department, acting as the Lea d
Agency, prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND )
indicating no'adverse environmental impact is anticipated fro m

ViE
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the demonstration project use of Alternative Daily Cover (ADC )
at the Fairmead Landfill ; mitigation measure were made a
condition of the . approval of the project . A Notice o f
Determination (SCR # 95071101) was filed with the County Cler k
on September 11, 1995 .

Board staff are currently reviewing the oubmittcd additiona l
CEQA documentation and working with the LEA to determine if
these documents are adequate for the Board's evaluation of th e
proposed project for those project activities which are withi n
this Agency's expertise and/or powers or which are required t o
be carried out or approved by the Board .

At thio tin:,Board staff do not	 findthat the	 CEQAdocumcnt o
analyzefor the-propoocd increao c	 in	 tonnage, the expanded
houro	 ofoperation, and the acceptance	 ofnon	 friableaobcotoa
and treated biohazardouo waotco . During a telephone conference
callbetween	 Board	 otaff, the LEA and	 otaff	 ofMadera County

Department indicated the additional CEQA documentation could
beprovided to Board Staff by April 5, 199G .

5 .

	

Consistency with State Minimum Standards

The LEA has made the determination that the facility's desig n
and operation is in compliance with the State Minimum
Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal based on thei r
review of the submitted Report of Disposal Site Information
and supporting documentation .

However, on February 14, 1996, Board staff in conjunction th e
LEA, conducted a pre-permit inspection of the facility . Board
staff found two violations of the Public Resources Code (PRC) ;
the issuance of the proposed permit would correct thes e
violations . Also, staff found the following violation of State
Minimum Standards :

Title 14, California Code of Regulations ,
Section. 17258 .23 - Explosive Gas ; landfill gas
at the site boundary exceeds the 5% limit .

Order to	 addreoo	 thio longterm violation of Ctatc Minimum
Ctandardo . The operator has submitted a Interim Gas Monitoring
and Control Plan, dated August 1995, as a part of the Closur e
and Post Closure Maintenance Plans . Although construction for
the landfill gas extraction system and flare is not projecte d
to occur until July 1997, it is anticipated that equipmen t
start-up fox the landfill gas extraction system and flare
would be September 1, 1997 The'LEA has iidded=a Nat1Ce and
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Order,;; date 3 Apx31 '4, 399;6 , to the contract operas:or and :owner
which . requires compliance with section 57258"23 and specifie s
the aforementioned";dates as compliance dates€for i stallatio n
and start up of an ;approved landfill gas control system ; "

6 .

	

Closure/Post Closure Maintenance Plans and Financial Mechanis m
Requirement s

Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 1826 8
requires Closure and Post Closure Maintenance Plans for soli d
waste disposal facilities . The required preliminary plans for
the landfill were deemed complete on August 10, 1995 .

Madera County has established an Enterprise Fund and Pledge o f
Revenue Agreement as the financial assurance mechanisms fo r
closure and post closure maintenance of the Fairmead Landfill .
The mechanisms meet the requirements of Title 14, Californi a
Code of Regulations (CCR), Division 7, Chapter 5, Article 3 .5 ,
sections 1.8285 and 18290 . Based on the data provided by Mader a
County, the fund balance is adequate .

7

	

Operatinq Liability

Madera County has submitted a Certificate of Self-Insuranc e
and Risk Management which provides coverage for operatin g
liability . The requirement for operating liability insuranc e
has been satisfied for this facility pursuant to 14 CCR ,
section 18237 .

V .

	

STAFF RECOMMENDATION :

Because a revised Solid Waste Facility Permit is proposed, the
Board must either concur or object to the proposed` permit a s
submitted by the LEA .

the
at thi nunablcto makc a rccommcndation time . As this item goesarc

to print, Board staff have not yet completed its analysis of the
documentsthat to beRDSI and the additional CEQA arc expected

forthcoming ao prcviouoly mentioned . Staff will complete their .
analysis and provide a recommendation at the committee meeting .

ATTACHMENTS :

Location Ma : ;
Site Map
Permit No . 20-AA-000 2
AB2296 Finding of Conformance

d t mmittee cnda itcm staf fAprl Pcrmttng annorcemenog ,

VI .

1 .
2 .
3 .
4 .
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Board Meeting
April 24-25, 199 6

AGENDA ITEM 30

ITEM :

	

CONSIDERATION OF CONCURRENCE IN THE ISSUANCE OF A NE W
STANDARDIZED SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT FOR TH E
TERRA-GRO INC ., MENEFEE RIVER RANCH COMPOST YARD ,
MERCED COUNTY

PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION :

At the time this item went to print, the Permitting an d
Enforcement Committee had not yet taken action on this item

I . BACKGROUND

Facility Fact s

Name :

	

Terra-Gro Inc . Menefee River Ranch Compost Yard
Facility No . 24-AA-001 1

Facility Type : Proposed Composting Facility

Highway 152 & Harmon Road, Los Bano s

25 Acre s

Zoned A-1, Agricultura l

75,000 Cubic Yards (active compost on-site )

Terra-Gro Inc . Menefee Ranch Co .
Mr . Richard M . Breien, Manager

Merced County Health Departmen t
Division of Environmental Health
Mr . Jeff Palsgaard, Directo r

Proposed Proiect The proposed standardized permit would allo w
the operation of a new composting facility located in the Count y
of Merced . . The design capacity of the facility is 75,000 cubi c
yards of composting material at a given time . The facility wil l
be composting municipal sludge from wastewater treatment plant s

, Location :

Area :

Setting :

Design
Capacity :

Operator/
Owner :

LEA :

It
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with bulking agents consisting of agricultural byproducts an d
yard residue . The composting material will be used as a soi l
amendment on property owned by the owner/operator of th e
facility .

II . SUMMARY

Project Description Facilities that compost sewage sludg e
feedstock which does not met Class B requirements (specified in
40 CFR 503), or which have more than 10,000 cubic yards o f
feedstock and active compost on-site at any one time, qualify fo r
a Standardized Permit .

Menefee Ranch Compost Yard has applied for a Standardized Permi t
to operate a 25-acre sewage sludge composting facility o n
property owned by the Menefee Ranch Company near the City of E l
Nido, and the City of Los Banos, 12 miles south of Merced . Th e
proposed facility consists of a 15-acre composting pad and a 10 -
acre compost storage area . The composting pad will be compacted
and overlain with a one-foot layer of compacted clay . The entire
composting facility will be enclosed by an engineered two-foo t
high berm which will direct runoff into an underground collectio n
tank . The runoff will be recycled onto the sludge windrows .

Treated municipal sludge from wastewater treatment plants will b e
composted with bulking agents consisting of agricultura l
byproducts (manure, cotton stalks, etc .) and yard residue . The
compost will be used as a soil amendment on approximately 2,00 0
acres of land owned by the Menefee Ranch Company and used fo r
rangeland, pasture, and hay production . The maximum dail y
capacity of feedstock will be 440 tons of sewage sludge and 18 0
tons of green waste, with an average total daily throughput o f
355 tons . The compost windrows will be built with 220 tons (65% )
sewage sludge and 135 tons (35%) green waste .

The sewage sludge will be delivered to the site by covered an d
sealed semi-trailers and will be mixed with the bulking agent .
The mixture will be formed into windrows and mechanically aerate d
at specific intervals . The windrows will be maintained at a
temperature of 55°C or higher and aerated for a period o f
approximately 45 days . After the 45 days have elapsed, composite
samples of the compost will be collected and submitted to a
certified laboratory to determine that the compost complies wit h
40 CFR 503 . Compost will be generated year around, weather
permitting . Storage facilities will be available to store
compost when conditions do not permit application of compost t o
ranch properties .

•

•

•
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Environmental Controls The environmental control measure s
associated with dust, vectors, birds, litter, noise and odor ar e
described in the Report of Composting Site Information (RCSI) .
The LEA has determined that these controls, if applied, will mee t
the State's Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling an d
Disposal .

III . ANALYSI S

Requirements for Concurrence with the Solid Waste Facilit y
Permit . Pursuant to the California Code of Regulations, Titl e
14, Section 18105 .5(c), the Board has 30 calendar days to concu r
in or object to the issuance of a proposed . standardized permit .
Since the proposed permit for this facility was received on Marc h
26, 1996, the last day the Board may act is April 25, 1996 .

The LEA has submitted a proposed permit to the Board . Staff have
reviewed the permit and supporting documentation and offer th e
following analysis :

1. Conformance with the County Integrated Waste Manaqement Pla n

410

	

Because the Merced County Integrated Waste Management Pla n
was approved by the Board on March 27, 1996, the guiding
statutes for County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP )
conformance is Public Resources Code (PRC) 50001 . The
facility is identified and described in the Merced Count y
and City of Los Banos Nondisposal Facility Element . The
analysis used in making this determination is included a s
Attachment 4 .

2. California Environmental Ouality Act (CEOA )

State law requires compliance with the Californi a
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) either through th e
preparation, circulation, and adoption/certification of a n
environmental document and mitigation reporting o r
monitoring program or by determining that the proposal i s
categorically or statutorily exempt .

The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Boar d
adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) on August 17 ,
1995, for the proposed project, and a Notice o f
Determination was filed with the County Clerk on August 29 ,
1995 .

The proposed Mitigation Measures are : 1) the potential for
•

	

air quality pollution will be mitigated by watering sludg e
windrows and unpaved roads at least twice daily, in the late
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morning and after work ; all activity will cease when win d
speeds are equal to or greater than 20 mph, all vehicle s
will be limited to speeds of no more than 15 mph ; 2) the
potential for nuisance will be mitigated by monitoring an d
turning the windrows regularly ; 3) the potential fo r
discharges into surface waters and groundwater by lining the
composting area with clay, installment of monitoring wells ,
and collecting runoff water into a collection tank ; 4) the
potential for fire hazards will be mitigated by providing
training to site personnel, and 5) the potential for healt h
hazard will be mitigated by monitoring air emissiohs .

The MND was circulated through the State Clearinghouse (SCH
#95022059) and on March 23, 1995, staff of the Board' s
Environmental Review Section provided comments on th e
environmental document .

Board staff reviewed the MND and have determined that CEQA
documents are consistent with the proposed permit and ar e
adequate for the Board's evaluation of the proposed projec t
for those activities which are within the agency's expertis e
and or powers which are required to be carried out o r
approved by the Board .

	

3 .

	

Consistency with State Minimum Standard s

The LEA and Board staff have determined that the facility' s
design and operation are adequate and consistent with the
State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and
Disposal based on their review of the submitted Report o f
Composting Site Information and supporting documentation .

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Because a new Solid Waste Facility Permit is proposed, the Board
must either concur with or object to the proposed permit a s
submitted by the LEA .

Staff recommend that the Board adopt Permit Decision No . 96-164 ,
concurring in the issuance of-Standardized Permit No . 24-AA-0011 .

V. ATTACHMENTS

1.

	

Location Map
2.

	

Site Plan
3.

	

Proposed Permit No . 24-AA-001 1
4.

	

AB 2296 Findings
5.

	

Permit Decision No . 96-164

•

•
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ATTACHMENT 5

'California Integrated Waste Management Boar d
Permit Decision No . 96-16 4

April 24-25, 199 6

WHEREAS, Terra-Gro Inc . proposes to operate a sewage sludg e
and green waste composting facility on 25 acres (15-acr e
composting pad and a 10-acre compost storage area) under a
Standardized Permit ; and

WHEREAS, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Contro l
Board (RWQCB), the lead agency, prepared a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND), SCH #95022059, for the proposed project . The
document was approved by the lead agency on August 17, 1995, and
the Notice of Determination was filed on August 29, 1995 ; an d

WHEREAS, Board staff reviewed the MND, provided comments ,
and determined that the CEQA document was adequate for the
Board's evaluation of the proposed project for those project s
which are within this Agency's expertise and/or powers or which
are required to be carried out or approved by the Board ; and

WHEREAS, the design capacity is 75,000 cubic yards of
active compost on-site at any one time ; and

WHEREAS, Merced County Department of Public Health, actin g
as the Local Enforcement Agency, has submitted to the Board fo r
its review and concurrence in, or objection to, a ne w
Standardized permit for Terra-Gro Inc ., Menefee . River Ranc h
Compost Yard ; and

WHEREAS, the proposed permit is consistent with the projec t
description in the CEQA document ; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that all state and loca l
requirements for the proposed permit have been met, includin g
consistency with Board standards, conformance with the Count y
Integrated Waste Management Plan, and compliance with CEQA ; and

WHEREAS, LEA and Board staff have evaluated the applicatio n
and proposed permit and determined that the facility will be abl e
to operate in compliance with the applicable State Minimum
Standards and standardized permit terms and conditions .

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California
Integrated Waste Management Board concurs in the issuance o f
Solid Waste Facility Permit No . 24-AA-0011 .

It?



CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrate d
Waste Management Board does hereby certify .that the foregoing i s
a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularl y
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on April 24-25, 1996 .

Dated :

Ralph E . Chandler
Executive Director
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AGENDA ITEM 51

ITEM :

	

CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED FINANCIAL ASSURANCE S
ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES FOR SOLID WASTE LANDFILLS
FINANCIAL ASSURANCE VIOLATIONS

I. COMMITTEE ACTION

At the time this item went to print, it had not yet bee n
considered by the Permitting and Enforcement Committee a t
the April 17, 1996 meeting .

II. SUMMARY

To help facilitate continued operator compliance with the
solid waste landfill financial assurance requirements, staf f
of the Permitting and Enforcement Division propos e
implementation of the attached guidelines . Financia l
Assurances Section (FAS) staff propose to assum e
responsibility for taking appropriate enforcement actio n
against operators violating the financial assuranc e
requirements, in the event a local enforcement agency (LEA) :

n elects to administer and enforce the financia l
assurance requirements, but fails to pursue enforcemen t
action against an operator violating the financia l
assurance requirements ; or

n if an LEA elects not to administer and enforc e
financial assurance requirements .

FAS proposes to implement this procedure upon approval from
the Board .

To date, FAS staff have not initiated enforcement action s
pertaining to financial assurance violations . LEAs, such. as
Yuba and Siskiyou have pursued enforcement against operator s
violating financial assurances regulations, with assistanc e
from FAS staff .

The attached proposed procedure defines the scope an d
responsibilities of Integrated Waste Management Boar d
(Board) staff in pursuing appropriate enforcement action .
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These procedures are necessary to ensure that effective an d
consistent enforcement in the area of financial assurances ,
is achieved by all applicable agencies .

III . PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

The Committee previously heard this item at the January 10 ,
1996 Permitting and Enforcement Committee Meeting, an d
recommended the item be reconsidered'at the next Committe e
meeting . The Committee also heard this item at the Februar y
7, 1996 Permitting and Enforcement Committee Meeting as a n
update item .

IV . OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

Board members may decide to :

1. Approve the enforcement procedures as recommended b y
staff .

2. Approve the enforcement procedures with recommende d
changes .

3. Direct staff to revise the procedures and/or provid e
additional information at a future Board meeting .

V. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the Board approve the FAS enforcemen t
procedure as presented in this agenda item .

VI . ANALYSIS

Staff examined thefollowing documents to complete a
comparative analysis of existing Board enforcemen t
procedures and those of other agencies :

• Notice and Orders issued by Local Enforcement Agencie s
(i .e ., Yuba, Imperial and Siskiyou counties) .

• Stipulated Orders and Compliance Agreements issued b y
Local Enforcement Agencies .

•

2,00
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• Corrective Action Orders issued by the Department o f
Toxic Substances Control . Many of these were issued for
financial assurances violations only .

• Regulatory Tiers Permit Enforcement Policy .

The FAS enforcement procedure incorporates pertinent . aspect s
of each of the above documents to ensure consistency . Board
enforcement and legal staff were also consulted in preparin g
this procedure .

FAS staff also considered comments on this procedur e
provided by the local enforcement agencies, the regulate d
community and industry organizations, and made appropriat e
changes bas,':d on those comments . Those changes are noted i n
redline for new text, and strikeout for deleted text .

Background

The Financial Assurances Section (FAS) enforcemen t
procedures are being proposed according to Public Resource s
Code (PRC) sections 44306, 45000, 45005, 45011 and 45023 .
According to Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR) ,
Division 7, Chapter 5, section 18282, " . . .the operator of
each solid waste landfill shall demonstrate financia l
responsibility to the Board and the local enforcemen t
agency . . . ."

	

Both the Board and LEAs have responsibility
for ensuring that an operator meets the requirements of th e
regulations .

FAS staff believe the Board must take steps to implement a n
effective financial assurances enforcement program by th e
Board . There is a need for clear detailed guidelines
regarding enforcement procedures related to financia l
assurance violations .

Notice and ('rders and Stipulated Notice and Orders may als o
provide fle::ibility to all interested parties, by allowing
the Board and LEA to consider permit actions and closur e
plan approvals while an operator is under an enforcemen t
action .

Fiscal Impact s

None .
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FINANCIAL ASSURANCE S
ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURE S

Permitting and Enforcement Divisio n
Financial Assurances Section (FAS )

California Integrated Waste Management Board (IWMB)

I .

	

Statutory and Requlatory Authority

The FAS enforcement procedures and authority to assess administrative civil penalties an d
civil penalties are being implemented according to Public Resources Code (PRC), section s
44306, 45000, 45005, 45011 and 45023, and Title 14, California Code of Regulation s
(CCR), Division 7, Chapter 5, Article 4 . The following procedures clarify Local Enforoc m
Agency (LEA) and IWMB responsibilities regarding enforcement against solid waste facilit y
operators who violate the statutory and regulatory requirements for financial assurances .

. . .. .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . .
IWM13andLEA Responsibility

According to PRC sections 43040, 43500 through 43610 and 14 CCR, Division 7, Chapte r
5, Articles 3.3 and 3 5, sections 18230 and 18282 , an operator of a solid waste landfil l
must demonstrate financial responsibility for closure and postclosure maintenance and
operating liability respectively, to the Board and the local enforcement agency . Therefore,

This procedure is designed for`implementation l y IWMB staff LEAs are not required to
use this procedure The IWMB may consider using this procedure if an LEA, electing to
administer and enforce the financial assurances program, fails to pursue
appropriate enforcement action against an operator violating the financial assuranc e
requirements, or if an LEA elects not to administer and enforce the financial assurances
program . An LEA electing to administer and pursuenge enforcement action raayuse-thi s

will consult with the IWMB on issue s
of concern and send copies of all correspondence, notices, agreements, etc . to the
appropriate IWMB staff.

If an LEA electingto administer and enforce the fnaiiel assurances program fails to, o r
eheeses net-te pursue appropriate enforcement action, the LEA will be notified in writing o f
the IWMB's intentions to pursue enforcement action against an operator violating th e
financial assurance requirements. The . IWMB will consult with the LEA on issues o f
concern, and copies of all correspondence, notices, agreements, enforcement orders etc . ,
will be sent to the respective LEA.

III .

	

Issuance of Notice ofViolation andWaminqLetter

•

	

1 .

	

When FAS staff determine an operator is in violation of the regulations, a
Notice of Violation (NOV) will be sent to the operator . An operator may be

•

II .
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notified by NOV at least three times within a 12 month period of the sam e
financial assurances violation .

	

2 .

	

An operator may be in violation of either of the following :

n The requirement to demonstrate financial assurances by providing an
acceptable mechanism, according to 14 CCR, sections 18233 and 18283.

n The requirements relating to maintenance of a mechanism according to 1 4
CCR, sections 18232 and 18282 (i .e., adequate funding, updating cost
estimates for inflation, maintaining the integrity and required balance of a fun d
etc.) .

	

3 .

	

If IWMB staff receives no response to the NOV or the operator fails to compl y
with the NOV, a Warning Letter (WL) may nrilt ;cbe issued . The WL will put the
operator on notice that if compliance is not achieved-is within a specified
timeframe, a Notice and Order will be issued .

When the IWMB or-LEA determines the issuance of a WL is warranted, th e
cespestive-agency IWMB will notify the other LEA of such action, in writing ,
and send a WL to the operator by certified mail . An operator has a specified
timeframe to respond to the WL (e.g., 10 working days from receipt of the WL) .
A response by an operator may be as little as a phone call or as significant as
documentation bringing the operator into compliance with the regulations . An
operator must correct violations within the timeframe specified in the WL .
During the specified timeframe, the IWMB or LEA-may consider all contact s
with an operator as "good faith efforts" to comply with the regulations, and may
extend the timeframe to respond . Any extensions will be granted in writing b y
the LEAor IWMB .

IV.

	

Issuance of Notice and Order and Stipulated Notice and Orde r

1 .

	

If an operator fails to respond to the WL within the specified timeframe, th e
IWMB efi	 LEAmay draft a "Notice and Order" (N&O) . The N&O contains a
compliance schedule with penalties or provisions for imposing penalties . An
operator will be given a specified timeframe (i .e., 10 working days from receipt
of the N&O), to respond to theissuiag-agency-(IWMBe,,) with evidence of
compliance, or request an alternative schedule for compliance . If an operator
fails to conform with the compliance schedule within the specified timeframe as
provided in the N&O, further enforcement action will be taken as specified i n
the N&O.

_• eS IilTT~ 0 6l ~~R
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•
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2 .

	

If an operator responds to the N&O by offering partial compliance immediately ,
and full compliance over a period of time, the IWMB or 	 LEAmay enter into a
Stipulated Notice and Order (STIP) with the operator . A STIP may also be
entered into at the request of an operator . As with the N&O, the STIP define s
the pararneters under which the operator is allowed to achieve full compliance
with the regulations .

V .

	

Non-Penalty Option s

The IWMB	 or	 the LEA may consider options other than penalties to assist an operator i n
achieving compliance with the regulations including but not limited to :

n Placing restrictions on current financial assurance mechanism (e .g ., require more
frequent reporting requirements) .

n Prohibiting use of current financial assurance mechanism and requiring the operator t o
establish a different mechanism, such as a trust agreement, letter of credit or suret y
bond .

VI. Appeals Process

Any aggrieved person may appeal an enforcement action by staff to the IWMB, pursuant t o
PRC sections 44309 and 44310, and 45030 through 45033 or to the superior court
pursuant to PRC sections 45040 through 45042 .

VII. Calculation ofAdministrativeCivilPenalties orCivilPenalties

In addition to providing an acceptable demonstration of financial assurances, consideratio n
of some penalty is required because of the . economic benefit the operator received fo r
noncompliance with the regulations and the unfair competitive advantage achieved by no t
complying with the regulations . A penalty amount may include the economic benefit the
operator received from noncompliance, plus an amount which serves as a deterrent t o
continued noncompliance. For example, the deterrent amount may be 10% of the economi c
benefit plus recovery of the enforcement costs incurred by the IWMB. Suggested methods
for calculating penalties and examples are described below :

Lack of Liability Coverage

The penalty for lack of liability coverage shall be based on the most recent minimu m
premium per year for insurance, times the number of years the operator is out of
compliance (whole number rounded up), plus the deterrent amount .

2.05
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a. Calculation for _ack of Liability Coverag e

Calculation for not providing liability coverage is based on the minimum premium pe r
year, times the number of years the operator is out of compliance [whole number], plus a
deterrent (10% of economic benefit plus recovery of the enforcement costs incurred by
the IWMB) .

Minimum premium $35,000/year. Operator out of compliance for eleven months at the
time of penalty calculation ($35,000 X 1) .

Deterrent is $3,500 (10% of $35,000) plus costs incurred by the IWMB (personnel hours ,
travel costs etc.) $3,200

So	 $35,000 + $3,500 + $3,200 = $41,70 0

$41,700 is total penalty in this example

Lack ofClosure/PostclosureAssurance

Calculation for not providing coverage for closure and/or postclosure maintenance costs
shall be based on the cost of a letter of credit or bond (e .g ., 1% of cost estimate), plus a
deterrent (10% of economic benefit plus recovery of the enforcement costs incurred by
the IWMB), times a pro-rata factor for the period of noncompliance .

b. Calculation for Lack of Closure/Postclosure Assurance

Calculation for not providing coverage for closure/postclosure maintenance costs is
based on the cost of a letter of credit or bond (e.g ., 1% of cost estimate), plus a
deterrent (10% of economic benefit plus recovery of the enforcement costs incurred by
the IWMB), times a pro-rata factor for the length of time of noncompliance .

Total closure and postclosure costs = $4,500,000
Cost of letter of credit or bond is 1% of $4,500,000 = $45,000

Deterrent is $4,500 (10% of $45,000) plus costs incurred by the IWMB (personnel hours ,
travel costs etc .) $3,200, times a pro-rata factor for the length of time of noncompliance
(11 months) .

So	 $45,000 + $4,500 +$,3200 = $52,700, 11/12 of $52,700 = $ 48,308 .

$48,308 is total penalty in this example

Total combined penalty is $90,008

•

•
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Negotiations of penalty amount are limited to evidence of coverage, verifiable ability to pay ,
and necessary payment schedule .

VIII. Impasse on Neqotiation and/or Payment ofCivilPenalty

If no settlement is reached, the IWMB may forward the-matter to the Attorney General' s
Office (AG) for resolution . FAS staff will complete follow-up and consult with AG . FAS staff
will provide necessary input and participation . If a settlement is not reached through th e
use of the AG, further legal action will be recommended .

IX. Continued or RecurrinqViolations

If an operator pays the initial penalty but fails to correct the deficiency or has recurrin g
violations within a three year period, the process starts over, with higher deterrent values ,
and possible action to revoke permit, according to PRC section 44306, and/or closure o f
facility .

ZO1
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California Integrated Waste Manag ent Board
Permit Decision No . 96-7 2

Financial Assurances Enforcement ocedure s

WHEREAS, IWMB staff developed the Financial Assurance s
Enforcement Procedures according to all statutory and regulator y
requirements ; and

WHEREAS, all appropriate IWMB staff have reviewed an d
approved the proposed Financial Assurance Enforcement Procedures ;
and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Californi a
Integrated Waste Management Board finds that the propose d
Financial Assurances Enforcement Procedures are consistent wit h
statutory and regulatory requirements and, therefore, approve s
the Financial Assurances Enforcement Procedures for use by IWM B
staff .

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrate d
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing i s
full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularl y
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Wast e®
Management Board held on April 24 and 25, 1996 .

Dated :

Ralph E . Chandler
Executive Director

•



CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting

April 24, 199 6

AGENDA ITEM 52-

ITEM : CONSIDERATION OF AWARD OF CONTRACTS FOR THE SOLID WASTE
DISPOSAL AND CODISPOSAL SITE CLEANUP PROGRAM (AB 2136 )

I . SUMMARY

Implementation of the AB 2136 Program was approved by the Board o n
February 24, 1994 . Approval included the AB 2136 Flow Chart and
guidelines for cleanup of sites through matching grants to loca l
governments, loans to responsible parties and local governments ,
grants to local enforcement agencies (LEA) for cleanup of illega l
disposal sites (IDS), and direct site cleanups using Board-manage d
contracts .

Since the inception of the Solid Waste Disposal and Codisposal Sit e
Cleanup Program, the Board has approved 37 sites for cleanup .
Twenty-one sites have been cleaned up and the remaining 16 sites are
in various stages of the program process .

The AB 2136 Program allows the Board to expend funds directly fo r

.

cleanups through
to implement
will expire

Board contracts .

	

The Board approved four contract s
the AB 2136 Program on June 22, 1994 ; these contract s
in early June 1996 .

	

On October 24,

	

1995, the Board
approved allocation of funds for fiscal year 1995/1996 .

	

The Board
allocated $1 million each for loans and matching grants ; $900,00 0
for LEA grants ;
purpose of thi s
Board consideration ,

and $1 .8 million for three Board contracts .

	

The
item is to submit the following three contracts fo r

to replace the expiring contracts :

CONTRACT NO . CONTRACTOR

	

CONTRACT TYPE

IWM-C3049 Granite Construction Company Landfill and Disposal Sit e
Remediation

IWM-C3050 Sukut Construction Inc . Landfill and Disposal Sit e
Remediation

IWM-C3051 CH2M Hill Engineering Services

For the each of the two Landfill and Disposal Site Remediatio n
Contracts, funds of $650,000 are allocated from the 1995-96 fiscal
year . In the future, upon Board approval, the amount of eac h
contract may be supplemented with $925,000, subject to availabilit y
in the 1996-97 fiscal year Budget Act, and an additional $925,000 ,
subject to availability in the 1997-98 fiscal year Budget Act, for a
total per contract not to exceed $2 .5 million .

For the Engineering Services Contract, funds of $396,500 ar e
allocated from the 1995-96 fiscal year . In the future, upon Board
approval, the amount may be supplemented with $551,750, subject to
availability in the 1996-97 fiscal year Budget Act, and an
additional $551,750, subject to availability in the 1997-98 fisca l
year Budget Act, for a total not to exceed $1 .5 million .

	

21)9
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Note : Two remediation contracts for $650,000 each and on e
engineering contract for $396,500 total only $1,696,500 . The
difference between the $1,800,000 Board-approved allocation and
$1,696,500 is $103,500, which will go toward program share of pro
rata monies to the Department of Finance .

II .

	

PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTIO N

At the time this item was written the Permitting and Enfocemen t
Committee had not yet met .

III . ACTION BEFORE THE BOARD

Board members may :

1. Approve some or all of the contracts presented by staff an d
forward to the full Board for action ; o r

2. Direct staff to provide additional information and bring the item
back to future meetings of the Permitting and Enforcement
Committee and the Board ; o r

3. Disapprove the contracts .

IV. ANALYSI S

On June 22, 1994, the Board approved the following contracts for the

	

•
AB 2136 Program :

CONTRACT NO . CONTRACTOR CONTRACT TYPE

IWM-C3057 Sukut Construction,

	

Inc . Cleanup of Abandoned an d
Illegal Disposal Sites -
Southern Californi a

IWM-C3058 Norcal/San Bernardino,

	

Inc . Cleanup of Abandoned and
Illegal Disposal Sites -
Northern Californi a

IWM-C3059 Granite Construction Co . Landfill and Disposa l
Site Remediatio n

IWM-C3060 CH2M HILL Environmental and
Engineering Services

Based on approximately two years of managing the AB 2136 Program an d
its contractors, staff determined that three contracts are
sufficient to effectively implement the program : two landfill and
disposal site remediation contracts used for cleanup of illega l
disposal sites and landfills and an engineering services contract t o
perform site investigations, provide plans and specifications fo r
cleanups and remediations, and provide construction suppor t
services .

The proposal evaluation process used to select the contractors i s
outlined in Attachment 1 . The following is the schedule the
Corrective Action Section of the Closure and Remediation Branch use d
in the contract procurement process : •

2I0
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January 15, 1996 Advertisement published in the State Contract s
Register .

January 29, 1996 RFQ Information Conference, 1 :00 p .m . at Board
Hearing Room .

February 2, 1996 All written questions regarding the RFQ must b e
received at IWMB by 5 :00 . p .m .

February 9, 1996 Response to written questions mailed to RF Q
recipients .

February 23, 1996 Qualifications Statements must be received b y
2 :00 p .m .

March 8; 1996

	

Selection of highest ranked firms .

March 20-22, 1996 Select the most qualified firms and begi n
contract negotiations .

April 17, 1996

	

Present selected firm names to Permitting an d
Enforcement Committee for approval to tak e
contracts to the Board .

e April 23, 1996

	

Take selected firms to Board for approval o f
contract .

Closure and Remediation Branch staff evaluated the Statement o f
Qualifications (SOQ) using criteria specified in the Request fo r
Qualifications (RFQ) and selection criteria in Title 14 ,
California Code of Regulations, Article 2, Section 17022 . Al l
qualification packages were reviewed for completeness usin g
Attachment 2 . A total of 14 contractors and 11 consultants
submitted SOQs, with 6 contractors and 1 consultant bein g
disqualified for incomplete/unresponsive packages . Complete SOQs
were reviewed further, scored and ranked using Attachment 3 . The
qualification package review scores are summarized in Attachmen t
4 . The four highest ranked firms were invited for interviews' .
The interviews were scored with the two highest ranke d
construction firms being selected for the Landfill and Disposa l
Site Remediation Contracts and the highest scoring consulting firm
being selected for the Engineering Services Contract .
Negotiations over rates for labor, equipment, testing and othe r
items were conducted with the top ranked firm(s) for eac h
contract .

V . STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on the evaluation process, staff recommend that the Board
approve the following contracts for the Solid Waste Disposal an d

• Codisposal Site Cleanup program :

•

CONTRACT NO .

	

CONTRACTOR CONTRACT TYPE

IWM-C3049

	

Granite Construction Company Landfill and Disposal 2M
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April 24, 1996

'IWM-C3050 Sukut Construction Inc .
Site Remediatio n
Landfill and Disposa l

IWM-C3051 CH 2MHi11
Site Remediatio n
Engineering Service s

VI .

1 :

ATTACHMENTS

Proposal Evaluation Proces s
2A : Landfill and Disposal Site Remediation Contracts (IWM-0504 9

2B :
and IWM-05050) RFQ Completeness Revie w
Engineering Services Contract (IWM-05051) RFQ Completenes s
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•
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attach:ent L A

LANDFILL AND DISPOSAL SITE REMtEDIATI() \
CONTRACTS IW\l-05049 & 05050

RFQ COMPLETENESS REVIE W

BIDDER

The Qualification Statement package must contain the following :

Cover letter with :
Name and address of firm submitting package
Name and telephone number of contact person for additional informatio n
Name, title, address, and telephone number of ihdividual(s) able to negotiat e

contract
Signature of individual authorized to sign contract and his/her title

Four copies and one, unbound reproducible copy of entire Qualifications Package
(marked "Master' )

Acknowledgment of Addendum No . I (probably on last page of Attachment A )

Completed Attachment A, Qualification Statement

Disclosure Statement, Attachment B

MBE/WBE/DVBE Participation, Attachment C

Disclosure if firm or firm's subs employed by State within last 2 years

Organization Chart

Audited Financial Statement

Equipment list

Is Qualification Package complete? YES	 NO	

If the Package is not complete . state which of the above have not been complied with, and bold package fo r
legal review . No further action will be required, pending that review .

Please note that information included in the Qualifications Package may be deemed confidential or proprietary .
If the Bidder designates information as confidential . it should be considered'as exampt from disclosure under th e
Public Records Act and the Public Contract Code .
s: \ab2I36\contract\95cont\bideval .2
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A Gt.ac ..̂men T

ENGINEERING SERVICES CONTRAC T
CONTRACTS IWM-CSOS I

RFQ COMPLETENESS REVIE W

BIDDER	

The Qualification Statement package must contain the following :

Cover letter with :
Name and address of firm submitting package
Name and telephone number of contact person for additional informatio n
Name, title, address, and telephone number of individual(s) able to negotiate

contract
Signature of individual authorized to sign contract and his/her titl e

Four copies and one, unbound reproducible copy of entire Qualifications Package

(marked "Master")

Acknowledgment of Addendum No . 1 (probably on last page of Attachment A )

Completed Attachment A, Qualification Statement

Disclosure Statement, Attachment B

MBE/WBE/DVBE Participation, Attachment C

Disclosure if firm or film's subs employed by State within last 2 year s

Organization Chart

Audited Financial Statement

Is Qualification Package complete? YES	 NO	

If the Package is not complete, state which of the above have not been complied with, and hold package fo r
legal review . No further action will be required, pending that review .

Please note that information included in the Qualifications Package may be deemed confidential or proprietary .
If the Bidder designates information as confidential, it should be considered as exampt from disclosure under the
Public Records Act and the Public Contract Code.
s:\ab2I36\contract\95cont\bideval .3
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Attac.r ?nt ;r

LANDFILL AND DISPOSAL SITE REMEDIATIO'
CONTRACTS IW%I-05049 & C50S0

QUALIFICATIONS PACKAGE REVIE\0
'Please place any comment . in space beneath the cnteru

CRITERIA

	

\lasimum
Points

	

SCORE
Experience and training of the Program Mana g er .
Project Managers and other key

personnel as related to work described
in this RFQ .

2. Adequacy and availability of personnel
and equipment required to complete wor k
required by the RFQ .

3. Specialized qualifications for work to be
performed .

Quality and timeliness of recently completed
or nearly completed projects which wer e
similar to work described in this RFQ .

5. Firm's experience in executing contracts o f
a similar nature .

	

10

6. Firm's overall experience, reliability an d
continuity .

	

10

7. Knowledge of applicable regulations an d
technology associated with RFQ .

	

10

TOTAL "

BIDDER	

	

REVIEWER	

DATE
s:\ab2I36\contract\95conAbideval

20

20

1 5

1 5

2J@
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Attachment 3 =

ENGINEERING SER% ICES CONTRAC 1
CONTRACT I%V\I .0505 1

QUALIFICATION% PACKAGE RE%'IE%\
(Please place ans ctanments in .pace beneath the alien., i

CRITERIA

	

Maxinnm (
Points

	

SCORE
Experience and training of the Program Mana ger .
Project Managers and other ke y

personnel as related to work describe d
in this RFQ.

	

20

2. Adequacy and availability of personnel
required to complete .work required by the RFQ .

	

20

3. Quality and timeliness of recently completed
or nearly completed projects which wer e
similar to work described in this RFQ .

	

1 5

4. Specialized qualifications or capabilities for work
to be performed .

	

1 5

5. Firm's overall experience, reliability and
continuity .

	

1 0

6. Knowledge of applicable regulations and
technology associated with RFQ .

	

10

7. Firm's experience in executing contracts of
a similar nature .

	

10

TOTAL

BIDDER	

	

REVIEWER

DATE	
s:\ab2136\contract\9Scont\bideval .1
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Attachment 4

AB 2136 CONTRACTOR SCORE SUMMARY

'Contracts IWM-05049 & C505 0

Granite Construction

Sukut Construction

A . E . Schmidt

Norcal/San Bernardino

Decon

C . A . Rasmussen

W . M . Lyle Co .

Robinson

Contract IWM-0505 1

CH2M Hil l

Emcon

IT/Geosyntec

Bryan A. Stirrat

SCS

Geomatri x

Levine Fricke

EBA

Cascade Pacific

Nova

SOQ

	

Interview
Score

	

Score

96 .0

	

91 . 3

87 .0

	

82 . 5

79 .0

	

78 . 8

73 .5

	

76 . 0

67 . 0

65 . 0

54 . 0

52 . 0

87 .3

	

84 . 3

86 .0

	

68 . 8

84 .3

	

82 . 0

82 .7

	

78 . 8

71 . 7

66 . 7

66 . 0

63 . 3

43 . 3

35 .0

•

Review Committee

Todd Thalhame r
Scott Walker
Jeff Cornette
Marge Rouch
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Attachment 5

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

RESOLUTION 96-16 6

FOR AWARD OF CONTRACTS FOR THE SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AND CODISPOSAL
SITE CLEANUP PROGRAM (AB 2136 )

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 48020 et seq .
authorizes the Board to implement the Solid Waste Disposal an d
Codisposal Site Cleanup Program to remediate environmental
problems caused by solid waste and to cleanup up illegal disposa l
sites to protect public health and safety and the environment ; and

WHEREAS, the Board has approved guidelines and policies for thi s
program to cleanup sites ; and

WHEREAS, the Board approved allocation of 1995/1996 funds for
contract concepts ; and

WHEREAS, this program allows the Board to expend funds directl y
for cleanup .

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board approves thes e
contracts for Board directed remediation projects :

® CONTRACT NO .

	

CONTRACTOR

	

CONTRACT TYPE

IWM-C3049

	

Granite Construction Company Landfill and Disposa l
Site Remediatio n

IWM-C3050

	

Sukut Construction Inc .

	

Landfill and Disposa l
Site Remediatio n

IWM-C3051

	

CH,M Hill

	

Engineering Service s

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a
full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularl y
adopted at a meeting of the Californi a . Integrated Waste Managemen t
Board held on April 24, 1996 .

Dated :

Ralph E . Chandler
Executive Directo r

•
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Board Meeting
April 24 & 25, 199 6

AGENDA ITEM 53

ITEM :

	

CONSIDERATION OF SITES FOR REMEDIATION UNDER THE WAST E
TIRE STABILIZATION AND ABATEMENT PROGRAM

I. COMMITTEE ACTION

As of the date that this item went to print, the Permitting an d
Enforcement Committee had not made a recommendation or decisio n
on this item .

II. SUMMARY

Implementation of the Waste Tire Stabilization and Abatemen t
Program was approved by the Board on August 31, 1994 . Public

® Resources Code (PRC) section 42846 authorizes the Board to expend
money from the California Tire Recycling Management Fund t o
perform any cleanup, abatement, or remedial work required t o
prevent substantial pollution, nuisance, or injury to the publi c
health or safety at waste tire sites where responsible party(s )
failed to take appropriate action as ordered by the Board . The
Board has approves an $800,000 .00 contract for the stabilizatio n
and abatement of illegal waste tire sites . The following is a
table showing the waste tire sites that staff is bringing befor e
Committee for recommendation to the Board for abatement . The
waste tire sites are described in more detail in Attachments 1-4 .

Hite Name EWI cl Number	 County Est . Cost Attachment

East Norman 36-'SI-0142 San $ 30,000 1
WTS Bernardino

Valley & 36-TI-0527 San 22,500 2
Poplar WTS Bernardino

2.2.0



Board Meeting
April 24 & 25 1996

Agenda Item5S
Page 2

Mission WTS 36-TI-0148 San
Bernardino 600,000 3

Vallej o
Pull-A-Part 28-TI-0001 Napa 36,000 4

III. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE (BOARD) ACTION

At the August 31, 1994, Board Meeting, the Board approved a 1994 -
1995 fiscal year contract concept for one million dollars for th e
Waste Tire Stabilization and Abatement Program .

At the April 1995 Board Meeting, the Board approved the award o f
contracts for environmental and engineering services as well a s
stabilization and abatement of illegal waste tire sites .

The Board previously approved eight sites for remediation . Afte r
the Board approved these eight sites, four were remediated by th e
property owners . These sites were cleaned without the Board
expending any contractual remediation funds . The remaining four
sites have been forwarded to the contractor for preparation o f
remediation bids . It appears one more of these sites will resul t
in property owner remediation due to the Board's continue d
enforcement efforts of filing criminal charges against th e
responsible parties and the district attorney prevailing in the
court action .

IV. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

Board members may decide to :

1.

	

Approve the sites recommended by staff . '

2.

	

Direct staff to provide additional information at a
future Permitting and Enforcement Committee meeting .

•

•
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V. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board approve the sites described i n
Attachments 1-4 for abatement under the waste Tire Stabilizatio n

and Abatement Program :

VI. ANALYSI S

The staff review process for sites submitted for approva l

includes the following actions :

A. Research of Board records to determine site ownership and
possible responsible parties .

B. Conduct a site visit, take photographs, make a roug h
® determination of quantities of waste tires and prepare a

preliminary cost estimate .

C . Issue a Letter of Violation and/or a Notice and Order ,
where appropriate .

Site selection is based on many criteria, including the severit y
of the problems and surrounding land uses . The sites proposed in
this item were selected based on investigation of many site s
throughout the state . .All of these sites represent a threat t o
public health and safety or the environment .

Background

To address the issue of the growing accumulation of waste tire s
in landfills and stockpiles around the state and to promote th e
recycling of waste tires, Assembly Bill 1843 (Brown, Statutes o f
1989) was signed into law in 1989 . The passage of AB 184 3
enacted, in part, a major environmental regulatory program t o
control the storage and disposal of waste tires . AB 1843 (late r

• recodified by SB 337) required persons who store more than 500

zzz
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waste tires at a specific location to register their stockpile s
with the Board and required the Board to adopt emergency an d
final regulations for the permitting of waste tire facilitie s
(WTF) .

The Board adopted Emergency WTF Permitting Regulations followe d
by final Regulations (Title 14, Division 7, Chapters 3 and 6 ,
California Code of Regulations), which became effective o n
November 3, 1993 . The purpose of the WTF Regulations is t o
implement technical standards for the storage of waste tires a t .
WTFs and landfills that will conserve landfill capacity an d
promote the safe storage of waste tires and to establish a
permitting system for WTFs .

Public Resources Code (PRC) section 42845(a) states that an y
person who stores, stockpiles, or accumulates waste tires at a
location for which a waste tire facility permit is required or i n
violation of a WTF permit, or the statute or regulations
governing the permitting and storage of waste tires, shall, upo n
order of the Board, clean up those waste tires or abate th e
effects thereof, or, in the case of threatened pollution o r
nuisance, take other necessary remedial action .

PRC Section 42846(a) allows the Board to expend available mone y
in the California Tire Recycling Management Fund . These moneys
can be spent to perform any cleanup, abatement, or remedial wor k
required under the circumstances set forth in section 42845 whic h
in its judgment is required by the magnitude of endeavor or th e
need for prompt action to prevent substantial pollution ,
nuisance, or injury to the public health or safety .

Stabilization is designed to . reduce an unmanageable risk t o
public health and the environment to a manageable risk throug h
breaking the tire pile into manageable units ; developing fire
fighting plans, including fire fighter access to areas in an d
around the site ; providing for mosquito control ; and providing
security to prevent pile growth, deter arson, and provide earl y
detection of any fires . If tires are to be removed from the

•

•
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site, the destina :ion and any processing that will be necessar y
will be specified . If tires are to be relocated on the site, th e
new location, metnod of movement, and any processing that will b e
necessary will be included .

Abatement entails the elimination of a waste tire stockpile . The
ultimate objective of the Board's waste tire program is total
abatement of sites that come under PRC section 42846(a) ; however ,
depending on the funds available and the need for prompt actio n
to prevent substantial pollution, nuisance, or injury to th e
public health or safety, some sites may be stabilized prior t o
abatement by utilizing remedial activities .

Staff also proposes prioritizing WTFs in order to focus th e
limited staff resources and available funds on the most importan t
sites, first . Prioritization will be based on risk o f

• substantial pollution, nuisance, or injury to the public healt h
or safety .

It is important to point out that many-sites are remediated by ,
the responsible parties . During the last year at least 55 site s
were brought intc compliance as a result of staff's efforts t o
obtain owner/operator cooperation . These sites were either
remediated by the operator/owner removing the waste tires or th e
operators obtaining the necessary permit/exclusion . Staff
continues to make every effort to obtain compliance prior t o
referring a site for Board remediation . All sites remediated by
the Board may be considered for cost recovery in accordance wit h
Section 42847 Public Resources Code .

VII . ATTACHMENTS

1. East Norman Road Waste Tire Site, San Bernardino . County
(36-TI-0142) .

2. Valley & Poplar Waste Tire Site, San Bernardino Count y

•

	

(36-TI-0527) .
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3. Mission Waste Tire Site, San Bernardino Count y
(36-TI-0148 )

4. Vallejo Pull-A-Part, Napa County (28-TI-0001 )

5. Proposed Board Resolution 96-73 .

VIII .

	

APPROVALS

Prepared By : Gale Rehberg

	

Phone : 255-389 5

41
oc

Garth

	

ms, Don Da

	

Phone :Reviewed By : 255-245 3

Reviewed By : Clinton L . WhitnePhone : 255-243 1

Legal Review : Suzanne Small

	

Date/Time : 255-2207

i
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• The property owner did not submit a removal/disposal plan to the

CIWMB Notice and Order (N&O) #95-30, dated August 24, 1995 ,
requiring removal of all waste tires from the premises b y
November 15, 1995 was delivered certified mail to the propert y
owner on August 30, 1995 . On March' 1, 1996, an Administrative
Hearing was conducted in Los Angeles against Ms . Dodd . In this
Administrative action, the CIWMB was requesting a penalty o f
$10,000 . The CIWMB was awarded the requested $10,000 in penalt y
by the Administrative Law Judge in a decision dated March 29 ,
1996 . To date, Ms . Dodd has not complied with (N&O) #95-30 an d
CIWMB staff have exhausted all enforcement efforts in an attemp t
to obtain compliance .

Other Staff Comments and Recommendations : The tire site present s
a significant threat to the health and safety of the public i n
nearby residences and businesses . This threat necessitate s
prompt action for removal of the waste tires . The threat i s
considered significant due to the potential for fire wit h
resultant fumes and residue as well as the potential for vecto r
harborage and breeding .

Attachment 1

•

	

East Norman Road Waste Tire Sit e
San Bernardino Count y

Site Description : Approximately 10,000 waste tires have been
stockpiled along the eastern fenceline of a 3 acre wrecking yard
owned by Ms . Norma Dodd . Although this property is located in a
medium density residential area of the City of San Bernardino ,
hi gh density residential neighborhoods lie within 1/4 of a mil e
of the site .

Location : 24656 East Norman Road, San Bernardino ; APN #280-201-1 6

Site Priority : Illegal Waste Tire Site Priority 1 - Residential
homes are located within 1000 feet of the site .

Proposed Method of Cleanup : Remove tires using the CIWMB's Wast e
Tire cleanup contractor . Contractor will be asked to provide
bids with various end use facilities .

Preliminary Estimate of Cleanup Cost : $30,00 0

Permits : None Issued

0 Enforcement Actions : CIWMB Letters of Violation dated March 21 ,
1995 and July 5, 1995 for violations of Division 30 of the Publi c
Resources Code (PRC) and Title 14, California Code of Regulation s
(14 CCR) : 30 PRC 42822,'14 CCR 17353, 14 CCR 17354 ; 14 CCR
18423 .

zz@



CIWMB as requested in the Letters of Violation .

Staff recommend a CIWMB managed cleanup to eliminate the threa t
to the public health and safety this waste tire site represent s
and to consider cost recovery pursuant to Public Resources Cod e
Section 42847 .

•

•
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Attachment 2

•

	

Valley & Poplar Waste Tire Sit e
San Bernardino County

Site Description : Approximately 7 .500 waste tires have bee n
stockp iled on a piece of property formerly leased -c a roofin g
tile business . The site is located in a residential, commercia l
& indus trial area of Fontana on Valley Boulevard . in clos e
proximity to the U .S . Interstate 10 freeway . In addition to
waste tires on the site there are also scrap roofing tile s
remaining from the prior business .

Location : 15713 Valley Boulevard, Fontana ; APN #023-211-0 1

Site Priority : Illegal Waste Tire Site Priority 1 - Residence s
and businesses are located in the immediate area of the site . The
Interstate 10 freeway and Valley Boulevard (both majo r
thoroughfares) are adjacent to the site . The U . S . Interstate 1 0
freeway is located within 1000 feet .

Proposed Method of Cleanup : Remove tires using the CIWMB's Wast e
Tire cleanup contractor . Contractor will be asked to provide
bids with various end use facilities .

Preliminary Estimate of Cleanup Cost : 522,50 0

Permits : None Issue d

Enforcement Actions : CIWMB Letters of Violation dated Octobe r
12, 1995 and November 27, 1995 for violations of Division 30 o f
the Public Resources Code (PRC) and Title 14, California Code o f
Regulations (14 CCR) : 30 PRC 42822, 14 CCR 17351, 14 CCR 17352 ,
14 CCR 17353, 14 CCR 17354, 14 CCR 18423 .

CIWME Notice and Order (N&O) #96-05, dated February 15, 199 6
requiring removal of all waste tires from the premises by Marc h
31, 1996, was sent by certified mail to the property owner o n
February 15, 1996 . Board staff are pursuing further enforcemen t
action .

In addition, the City of Fontana has found this property to be a
public nuisance and held an Administrative Hearing with th e
property owner . The City's Code enforcement Office has requeste d
CIWMB assistance in remediating this site .

Other Staff Comments and Recommendations : The tire site presents
a significant threat to the health and safety of the public i n
nearby residences and businesses . Further, there is potential

• threat (both in financial and safety) to the closure of the U . S .
Interstate 10 freeway . This threat necessitates prompt action

222



for removal of the waste tires . The threat is considere d
* significant due to the potential for fire with resultant fume s
and residue as well as the potential for vector harborage and
breeding .

The property owner did not submit a removal/disposal plan to th e
CIWMB as requested in the Letters of Violation .

Staff recommend a CIWMB . managed cleanup to eliminate the threa t
to the public health and safety this waste tire site represent s
and tc co n sider cost recovery pursuant to Public Resources Cod e
Section 42847 .

•
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Attachment 3

•

	

Mission Waste Tire Sit e
San Bernardino County

Site Description : Approximately 200,000 waste tires have bee n
stockpiled behind this business address in an industrial an d
residential area of the City of Ontario . The tires wer e
stockpiled with the hope of sellin g them to the now defunc t
Rialto Power Plant . Apartment buildings, a mobile home park, an d
several single family residences are located adjacent to an d
within 1,000 feet of the tire site . The Ontario Internationa l
airport is located within three miles of this site . Although the
tire site is located behind the business, it is clearly visibl e
from Mission Boulevard .

Location : 5542 and 5556 W . Mission Boulevard, Ontario ; APN# 101 -
125-108 .

	

-

	

-

Site Priority : Illegal Waste Tire Site Priority 1 - Residence s
and businesses are located in the immediate area of the site .
Mission, Boulevard is a major east-west thoroughfare in the Cit y
of Ontario . Ontario International Airport is located on Missio n
Boulevard just three miles to the east .

• Proposed Method of Cleanup : Remove tires using the CIWMB's Wast e
Tire cleanup contractor : Contractor will be asked to provide
bids with various end use facilities .

Preliminary Estimate of Cleanup Cost : $600,00 0

Permits : None Issue d

Enforcement Actions : CIWMB Letters of Violation dated July 5 ,
1995 and August 25, 1995 for violations of Division 30 of th e
Public Resources Code (PRC) and Title 14, California Code o f
Regulations (14 CCR) : 30 PRC 42822, 14 CCR 17351, 14 CCR 17353 ,
14 CCR 17354, 14 CCR 18423 .

CIWMB Notice and Order (N&O) #96-04, dated February 2, 199 6
requiring removal of all waste tires from the premises by Jun e
30, 1996, was sent by certified mail to the property owner o n
February 2, 1996 . The responsible operator/owner died in Decembe r
1995 and the spouse has filed bankruptcy . At this time it i s
unclear what the final outcome will be from the bankruptc y
proceedings .

Other Staff Comments and Recommendations : The tire site present s
a significant threat to the health and safety of the public i n
nearby residences and businesses . Further, there is the
potential threat (both financial and safety) to closure of th e
Ontario International Airport and/or Mission Boulevard in th e
event of rire at this site . The current volume and configuration

•
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of tires at this site poses a significant threat to the fir e
fight i ng capabilities of the local fire agencies . This threat
necessitates prompt action for removal of the waste tires . The
threat is considered significant due to the potential for fir e
with resultant fumes and residue as well as the potential fo r
vector, harborage and breeding .

The property owner did not submit a removal/disposal plan to the
CIWMB as requested in the Letters of Violation . The property
owner's wife is not capable of removing the tires by June 3C ,
1996 as directed in the CIWMB cleanup order (N&C #96-04) .

Staff recommend a CIWMB managed cleanup to eliminate the threa t
to the public health and safety this waste tire site represent s
and to consider cost recovery pursuant to Public Resources Cod e
Section 42847 .

•
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Attachment 4

Vallejo Pull-a-Par t
Napa County

Site Description : Approximately 12,000 waste tires have bee n
stockpiled in a remote and rural wetland area in Valleo . Thi s
area is zoned for commercial and industrial types businesses .
Many tires at this site have been stoc kp iled still on the rims .
In 1994, Napa County Department of Environmental Mana g emen t
(NCDEM) referred this site to the CIWMB after a fire consume d
approximately 500 waste tires and closed the local airport fo r
approximately 5 hours .

Location : 2744 Green Island Road, Vallejo ; APN #58-060-0 1

Site Priority : Illegal Waste Tire Site Priority 2 - Commercial
and industrial businesses are less that 1,000 feet from wast e
tire site .

Proposed Method of Cleanup : Remove tires using the CIWMB's Wast e
Tire cleanup contractor . Contractor will be asked to provid e
bids with various end use facilities .

Preliminary Estimate of Cleanup Cost : 536,00 0

0 Permits : None Issued

Enforcement Actions : NCDEM Letters of Violation dated Novembe r
2, 1993 for violations of Division 30 of the Public Resource s
Code (PRC) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations (14 CCR) :
30 PRC 42822, 14 . CCR 17351, 14 CCR 17352, 14 CCR 17353, 14 CC R
17354, 14 CCR 18423 .

CIWMB Notice and Order (N&O) #94-01, dated April 28, 199 4
re quirin g a corrective action plan by June 1, 1994 was delivere d
certified mail to the property owner on April 30, 1994 .

In addition, the Board filed an administrative complaint agains t
the operator . On May 22, 1995, the Administrative Law Judg e
fined the operator $7,500 for the illegal waste tire site . To
date, the operator has failed to remove the waste tires from th e
site .

Other Staff Comments and Recommendations : The tire site
presents a significant threat to the health and safety of th e
public in nearby businesses . Further, another potential threa t
is co the Napa County Airport . The current volume an d
conf i guration of tires at this site pose a significant threat to
the fire fighting capabilities . This threat necessitates promp t
action for removal of the waste tires . The threat is considere d

• significant due to the potential for fire with resultant fume s
and residue as well as the potential for vector harborage an d
breeding .
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The property owner did not submit a removal/disposal plan to the
CIME as requested in the Letter of Violation .

Staff recommend a CIWMB man aged cleanup to eliminate the threa t
to the public health and safety this waste tire site represent s
and to consider cost recovery pursuant to Public Resources Cod e
Section . 42847 .

•
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Attachment 5

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

RESOLUTION it 96-7 3

FOR APPROVAL OF REMEDIATION OF FOUR WASTE TIRE SITES UNDER THE
WASTE TIRE STABILIZATION AND ABATEMENT PROGRAM

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) section 4284 6
authorizes the Board to expend money from the California Tir e
Recycling Management Fund to perform any cleanup, abatement, o r
remedial work required to prevent substantial pollution ,
nuisance, or injury to the public health or safety at waste tir e
sites where responsible parties failed to take appropriate action
as ordered by the Board .

WHEREAS, the owner/operator of the following sites have no t
complied with either the Letter of Violations or Notice an d
Orders issued by the Board :

East Norman Waste Tire Site 36-TI-014 2
Valley and Poplar Waste Tire Site 36-TI-052 7
Mission Waste Tire Site 36-TI-014 8
Vallejo Pull-A-Part 28-TI-0001

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board approves the above
four sites for immediate funding for cleanups under the Wast e
Tire Stabilization and Abatement Program . The Board direct s
staff to implement remediation measures and to encumber the
funding for the cleanup of these sites and to consider cos t
recovery pursuant to Section 42847 Public Resources Code .

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrate d
Waste Management board does hereby certify that the foregoing i s
a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularl y
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Wast e
Management Board held on April 24 and 25, 1996 .

Dated :

Ralph E . Chandler
Executive Director

23i



•
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April 24, 199 6

AGENDA ITEM 54

ITEM :

	

Consideration of Recision of 30-Day Notification of th e
Intent to Withdraw Approval of the Designation of th e
Trinity County Local Enforcement Agenc y

COMMITTEE ACTION :

At the time this item went to print the Permitting an d
Enforcement Committee had not taken action on this item .

I. SUMMARY

The Trinity County Department of Health and Human Services ,
Health Services Section, the agency designated by the Trinit y
County Board of Supervisors to act as LEA for Trinity County, ha s
contracted with the CIWMB-certified LEA for Shasta County to for m
a "contract jurisdiction" and thereby fulfill its duties an d
responsibilities for adequate technical staffing .

On February 26, 1996, representatives of Shasta and Trinit y
Counties signed an addendum to a personal service s. agreement that
addressed solid waste LEA responsibilities . On March 6, 1996 ,
the Shasta County LEA provided documentation that demonstrate d
their understanding of the statutory and regulatory requirement s
to form a "contract jurisdiction" for LEA progra m
responsibilities in Shasta and Trinity Counties . CIWMB staf f
responded with a March 15, 1996 letter (attached) to Trinit y
County which explained the CIWMB's actions at its February 27 ,
1996 meeting and related CIWMB staff's intent to recommen d
recision of the CIWMB's notice to withdraw its approval of the
Trinity County LEA's designation . CIWMB staff's recommendatio n
for recision was a response to the involved LEAs' actions t o
address available options for maintenance of staff technica l
expertise .

The Shasta County LEA is currently providing technical staff an d
performing LEA duties as reflected in the out-of-date Enforcement '
Program Plan EPP for Trinity County .

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE/BOARD ACTION

At its February 27, 1996 meeting, the CIWMB directed staff to
continue to meet the statutory requirements . of Public Resource s
Code (PRC) Section 43215 which requires notification of the LEA
of the specific reasons for finding that this LEA is no t
fulfilling its responsibilities and the CIWMB's intention t o
withdraw its approval of the LEA's designation .
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III . OPTIONS FOR COMMITTEE/BOARD

1) Rescind the 30-Day notification of the intent i to withdraw
approval of the designation of the Trinity County Loca l
Enforcement Agency .

2) Allow the 30-Day notification of the intent to withdra w
approval of the designation to remain in effect . (This would
allow Trinity County no more than 90 days from the receipt dat e
of the CIWMB's March 15, 1996 letter to complete the require d
paperwork for certification and forward it to the CIWMB . )

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Rescind the notification of the Trinity County LEA of the CIWMB' s
intention to withdraw its approval of the designation and provide
ongoing guidance to the Shasta County LEA for submittal of th e
new EPP reflecting the new contract jurisdiction's adequacy o f
technical expertise .

V. ANALYSIS

The LEA program in Trinity County has been in transition sinc e
initial certification as part of a "contract jurisdiction" wit h
Glenn and Del Norte Counties in January, 1993 . With the passage
of AB 457, the PRC and related changes to Title 14, Californi a
Code of Regulations (14 CCR) allowed the LEA to obtain a
temporary certification from the CIWMB and use less than on e
full-time REHS for LEA program implementation . The Trinity
County LEA continued to implement their LEA program with a
temporary certification when, in July, 1995, county staf f
replaced State Department of Health Services staff who had been
operating under the provisions of Health and Safety Code Sectio n
1157 .1 .

The Trinity County LEA staff submitted an updated EPP in August ,
1995, reflecting the staffing and organizational changes of July .
In the second half of 1995, this new LEA staff assisted in th e
dramatic changes made toward winterization at the Weavervill e
Landfill (53-AA-0013) . When CIWMB staff began the evaluation
process in early November, they were informed that another staf f
change was impending . The evaluation process was interrupte d
until a resolution of this staffing and technical expertis e
deficiency would again provide a viable program for evaluation .

When, in December, 1995, the LEA's one REHS staff person left th e
agency, CIWMB staff were assured that written notification an d
proposals for the resolution of this staffing deficiency would be ,
received . CIWMB staff notified the LEA formally in a January 23,

•
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1996, 'letter of the need to address the lack of adequate staff to
fulfill the LEA's EPP . Required monthly inspections by qualified
LEA staff did not occur in January, 1996, within the
jurisdiction . The CIWMB, at the February 27, 1996 meeting ,
directed CIWMB staff to continue to fulfill the statutor y
requirements of PRC Section 43215 which requires notification o f
the LEA of the specific reasons for finding that this LEA is no t
fulfilling its responsibilities and of the CIWMB's intention t o
withdraw its approval of the LEA's designation .

On February 26, 1996, representatives of Shasta and Trinit y
Counties signed an addendum to a personal services agreement tha t
addressed solid waste LEA responsibilities . On March 6, 1996 ,
the Shasta County LEA provided documentation that demonstrate d
their understanding of the statutory and regulatory requirement s
to form a "contract jurisdiction" for LEA progra m
responsibilities in Shasta and Trinity Counties . These two
counties would form one jurisdiction and utilize the technica l
expertise from Shasta County . CIWMB staff responded with a Marc h
15, 1996 letter (attached) to Trinity County which explained th e
CIWMB's actions at its February 27, 1996 meeting and relate d
CIWMB staff's intent to recommend recision of the CIWMB's notic e
to withdraw its approval of the Trinity County LEA's designation .

The Shasta County LEA is currently fulfilling the regulator y
requirements for technical staff adequacy and the LEA duties a s
defined in the existing EPP for Trinity County . A new combined
EPP is under preparation for future CIWMB consideration i n
certifying the LEA for the newly combined jurisdiction .

VI. ATTACHMENTS

March 15, 1996, letter from CIWMB staff to the Trinity Count y
LEA .

A CIWMB resolution for recision of 30-day notification of th e
intent to withdraw approval of the designation of the Trinit y
County LEA .

VII. APPROVALS

Prepared by :	 Jeff Watson	 Phone	 255-385 0

Reviewed by :	 Mary' T : - Z=6vle/H .'ho	 s nsell	 Phone	 255-229 8

Approved by :	 Clinton L . Whitne	 Phone	 255-243 1

•

Legal review by :	 dfr D	 Phone	 255 <1(2f
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

RESOLUTION NO . 96-15 9

April 24, 199 6

Recision of the 30-day notification of the intent to withdraw
approval of the designation of the Trinity County Department o f
Health and Human Services, Health Services Section as the Loca l
Enforcement Agency for the County of Trinity .

WHEREAS, on November 2, 1995, CIWMB staff were informe d
of a staffing deficiency which resulted in the Trinity Count y
Local Enforcement Agency not fulfilling the requirement o f
maintaining adequacy of staff and technical expertise ; and

WHEREAS, on February 27, 1996, the CIWMB voted to send
a 30-day notification to withdraw approval of the designation o f
Trinity County Department of Health and Human Services, Healt h
Services Section as they no longer fulfilled their staffing an d
technical expertise requirements ; and

WHEREAS, on March 6, 1996, CIWMB staff receive d
documentation from the Shasta County LEA that demonstrated thei r
understanding of the statutory and regulatory requirement to for m
a "contract jurisdiction" for LEA program responsibilities in
Shasta and Trinity Counties ;

WHEREAS, this "contract jurisdiction" for LEA program
responsibilities will combine Shasta and Trinity Countie s
utilizing existing staff expertise in Shasta County ;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the California
Integrated Waste Management Board rescinds the 30-da y
notification of the intent to withdraw approval of th e
designation of Trinity County Department of Health and Human
Services, Health Services Section as the Local Enforcement Agenc y
for the County of Trinity .

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrate d
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing i s
a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Wast e
Management Board held on April 24, 1996 .

Date :

Ralph E . Chandle r
Executive Director
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March 15, 199 6

Jeannie Nix-Templ e
Office of the County Administrator
County of Trinit y
P .O . Box 161 3
Weaverville, CA 9609 3

Subject : Status of Local Enforcement Agency in Trinity County

Dear Ms . Nix-Temple :

The purpose of this letter is to confirm your conversation wit h
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB), LEA Section
staff regarding CIWMB actions at the February 27, 1996 meeting .

The CIWMB directed staff to notify Trinity County of the inten t
to withdraw its approval of the designation of Trinity Count y
Department of Health and'Human Services, Health Services Sectio n
as Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) effective 30 days from receip t
of this notification . This action was taken because the CIWM B
found that 1) the Trinity County LEA was not fulfilling it s
responsibilities (Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 43214(d)) ;
and 2) lack of adequate technical staff as required by Title 14 ,
California Code of Regulations (14 CCR) Section 18072 .

However, since the CIWMB's February 27, 1996 meeting, staff fro m
the Shasta County LEA have provided CIWMB staff wit h
documentation that demonstrates an understanding of . the statutory
and regulatory requirements to form a "contract jurisdiction" fo r
LEA program responsibilities in Shasta and Trinity Counties .
CIWMB staff intend to report to the CIWMB in April, 1996, that a
signed agreement between Shasta and Trinity Counties regarding
solid waste enforcement agency responsibilities has been
submitted and requited monthly inspections were performed b y
qualified personnel in February, 1996 . CIWMB staff wil l
recommend that the CIWMB rescind its notice to withdraw it s
approval of the designation of Trinity County Department o f
Health and Human Services, Health Services Section .

2 1
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Jeannie Nix- .- -
March LE, - : .
Page

2e assured

	

your con : _n . d a

	

:his . . .
appreciated . Please call me a : (916, 25 5- 2 2 98, or Jeff Watson. a t
(915) 255-3850 should you have any questions or nee d
clarification .

Sincerely ,

H . Thomas Unsell, M .nage r
LEA/EA Branch
Permitting and Enforcement Divisio n

cc : Donald Krouse, M .D .
Linda Fishe r
Russ Mull '
Jim Smith

•

•
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AGENDA ITEM 5 5

ITEM :

	

CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF THE NEGATIVE DECLARATIO N
(SCH# 96032092) AND THE PROPOSED EMERGENCY WAIVER O F
STANDARDS REGULATIONS (CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS ,
TITLE 14, DIVISION 7, CHAPTER 3, ARTICLE 3, SECTION S
17210-17210 .9 )

I .

	

SUMMARY

The proposed regulations would allow local enforcement agencie s
to issue emergency waivers for the handling, storage, processing ,
transportation, diversion from disposal, and disposal of soli d
waste resulting from a state of emergency or local emergency upo n
the request of a solid waste facility operator . Currently, the
Board is required to adopt emergency regulations for eac h
declared disaster before an enforcement agency can issue a
waiver . The effect of these proposed regulations would be t o
allow expeditious and planned clean-up and repair in a disaste r
area in order to better protect the public, health, safety, an d
the environment .

II . PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

Two public hearings were held, one on February 6, 1996 and one a t
the February 7, 1996 Permitting and Enforcement Committe e
meeting .

III . OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

The Board may :

1. Accept the Committee's recommendation .

2. Modify the Committee's recommendation .

3. Take no action, direct staff to take other appropriat e
action, and provide the Committee and staff with furthe r
direction

IV . STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

At the time this item was prepared staff was still reviewin g
comments received during the 15-day public review, and the Ite m
had not been heard at the April 17, 1996 Permitting and
Enforcement Committee meeting .

V. ANALYSI S

• Background

The California Integrated Waste Management Act (Act), Publi c
Resources Code (PRC) section 40000 et seq ., provides for the 20 W
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protection of public health and safety and the environmen t
through waste prevention, waste diversion, and safe wast e
processing and disposal . PRC section 40502 allows the Board t o
adopt rules and regulations for purposes' of implementing the Act .
PRC section 43035 requires the Board, in cooperation with the
Office of Emergency Services, to develop an integrated wast e
management disaster plan to provide for the handling, storage ,
processing, transportation, and diversion from disposal sites, o r
provide for disposal, if necessary, of solid waste, resultin g
from a state of emergency or local emergency as defined i n
section 8558 of the Government Code .

In the past, the Board has provided relief to local jurisdiction s
impacted by disaster debris by adopting emergency regulation s
which have granted operators holding valid permits to operat e
solid waste facilities, a waiver from certain standards impose d
by Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations and fro m
certain terms and conditions of their permits . These waiver s
were related to the origin of the waste, rate of inflow fo r
storage, transfer or disposal of waste, type and moisture conten t
of solid waste, hours of facility operation, and the storage tim e
before transfer and disposal of wastes .

To streamline this process Board staff have developed the
proposed regulations providing clarification and guidance to eac h
operator who holds a solid waste facilities permit in applyin g
for an emergency waiver of standards in the event of a state o f
emergency or local emergency . The proposed regulations, in part ,
will provide local enforcement agencies the ability t o
efficiently issue emergency waiver of standards, to solid wast e
facility operators who request this waiver, in the event of a
local or State of emergency .

Formal Regulatory Review

Office of Administrative Law procedures for developin g
regulations requires a 45-day public review period and at leas t
one public hearing . The original public review period ended o n
January 29, 1996 . The Board held two public hearings, on Januar y
6, 1996 and January 7, 1996 . Staff made revisions to the
proposed regulations based on public comment received . The
revised regulations were distributed to interested parties for a
15-day comment period which ended on March 23, 1996 .

California Environmental Quality Act Complianc e

To comply with the requirements of the California Environmenta l
Quality Act (CEQA), a notice, initial study, and propose d
negative declaration was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SC H
# 96032092) on March 20, 1996 . The CEQA public review period i s
from March 21, 1996 to April 24, 1996 .

•
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Staff Presentation

This item is to summarize testimony received on the propose d
regulations and to provide the Board with the Permitting an d
Enforcement Committee recommendation on whether to approve the
proposed regulations . Staff will also update the Board on th e
CEQA public review status .

Findincis

Please see attached resolutions on the negative declaratio n
(Resolutions 96-201) and regulations (Resolution 96-202) .

VI . ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Emergency Waiver of Standards Regulation s

2. Resolution 96-20 1

3. Resolution 96-20 2

VII . APPROVALS

Prepared By:	 Chris Deidric

Legal Review : `,722/ry	

Phone :

	

255-230 9

Reviewed By :

	

Lloyd Dillo	 l ► '	 Phone :	 255-230 3
14-

Reviewed By :

	

Lorraine Va	 Kekerix :1 t`"Phone :

	

	 255-267 0
,p( ter .iF

Reviewed By:	 Judith J . Friedman	 Phone :

	

	 255-230 2

•



PROPOSED REGULATIONS FOR ADOPTION AT THE APRIL 24, 199 6

•

	

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

TEXT CONVENTIONS FOR 45-DAY AND 15-DAY COMMENT PERIOD REVISIONS :

1. Proposed text are underlined (Proposed )
2. Additions to the proposed text based on comments received

during the 45-day public review are double underline d
(Addition )

3. Deletions to the proposed text based on comments receive d
during the 45-day public review are stricken (Dciction )

4. No revisions to text after 15-day public revie w

TEXT OF REGULATIONS

California Code of Regulation s

	

Title 14 .

	

Natural Resources

Division 7 .

	

California Integrated Waste Management Boar d

	

Chapter 3 .

	

Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling an d
Disposa l

®

	

Article 3 .

	

Emergency Waiver of Standard s

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Section

17210 .

	

Scope and Applicabilit y
17210 .1

	

Definitions

17210 .2

	

Purpose and Limitations of an Emergency Waive r
17210 .3

	

Request for an Emergency Waive r

17210 .4

	

Granting an Emergency Waive r
17210 .5

	

Reporting Requirements for a Solid Waste Facilit y
Operator

17210 .6

	

Reporting Requirements for an Enforcement Agency
17210 .7

	

Selection of a Solid Waste Facility for Emergenc y
Disposal and Diversion

17210 .8

	

Authority of an Enforcement Agency

17210 .9

	

Executive Director's Powers and Duties Relative t o
the Emergency Waiver

24h{-
1
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Section 17210 .

	

Scope and Applicability .

(a) This Article informs an operator, who holds a vali d
solid waste facilities permit, of the process for applying for a n
emergency waiver of standards (waiver) in the event of a state o f
emergency or local emergency .	 The waiver grants an operato r
temporary relief from specific standards imposed by this Divisio n
or specific terms or conditions of a solid waste facilitie s
permit issued pursuant to this Division .	 This Article implement s
and makes specific those provisions of Section 43035 of th e
Public Resources Code relating to the integrated waste managemen t
disaster plan .

(b) This Article is not intended to limit the authority o f
the state or a local agency during a disaster or emergency .

NOTE : Authority cited : Sections 40502 and 43035, Publi c
Resources Code .	 Reference : Sections 40001, 40002, 40051, 40052 ,
40053, 40054, 40055, 40056, 40057, 43020, and 43021 of the Publi c
Resources Code .

Section17210 .1 Definitions .

(a) "Agency" means the local agency responsible for,
compiling the disposal information from haulers and operators .
The county is the agency, unless a region is given th e
responsibility as part of a regional agreement .

(be ) "Board" means the California Integrated Waste
Management Board .

(cb) "Disaster" means a natural catastrophe such as an
earthquake, fire, flood, landslide, or volcanic eruption, or ,
regardless of cause, any explosion, fire, or flood .

recycling, reuse, or composting .

(e) "Emergency Waiver of Standards" means the documen t
signifying approval by an enforcement agency which allows an
operator, who holds a valid solid waste facilities permit, the
ability to deviate from specified state minimum solid wast e
standards or terms or conditions of a solid waste facilitie s
permit issued pursuant to this Division .	 The waiver applies t o
the origin of waste ; the rate of inflow for storage, transfer, or
disposal of waste ; the type and moisture content of solid waste ;
the hours of facility operation ; and the storage time before
transfer or disposal of wastes, at a solid waste facility .	 Thi s
includes the establishment of a locally-approved temporar y
transfer or processing site 	 r,if authorized according to

(Lie ) "Disaster Debris" means nonhazardous solid waste cause d
by or directly related to a disaster .

(ed ) "Diversion" means the directing of solid waste froma
disposal

	

T or transformation facility by means of

by the enforcement agency_, to mcct th e
rcouircmcnto of ocction 17210 .7,	 or, if nccdcd, to rcplacca

2.45
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permittcd facility that io unavailable bccauoc of thc cffcct3 o f
thc diaa3tcr or emergency .

€) "Enforcement Agency" means the agency designated
pursuant to the requirements set forth in Public Resources Code ,
sections 43200 through 43221, or the Executive Director of th e
Board acts—ate—	 in the event tha t the
enforcement agency (EA) is incapable of responding due to th e
nature of the emergency .

(het ) "Extent Feasible" is evidenced by the use of maximu m
efforts to recycle, reuse, or otherwise divert from disposal a s
much of the debris and other nonhazardous waste received by th e
solid waste facility as	 ossible	 as determined b	 the operator
a3can be dcmonotratcd p000iblc according to thc circumotancca .

(ih ) "Jurisdiction of Origin" means the incorporated city o r
the unincorporated area of the county where the waste originated .

(,i-4 ) "Local Emergency" means the duly proclaimed existenc e
of conditions of disaster or of extreme peril to the safety o f
persons and property within the territorial limits of a county ,
city and county, or city, as described in Government Code section
8558(c), which conditions are or are likely to be beyond th e
control of the services, personnel, equipment, and facilities o f
that political subdivision and require the combined forces o f
other political subdivisions to combat, as stated in th e
proclamation by the governing body of a county, city and county ,
or city, or by an official so designated by ordinance adopted b y
such governing body to issue such proclamation .

(Jss) "State of Emergency" means the duly proclaime d
existence of conditions of disaster or of extreme peril to th e
safety of persons and property within the state, as described in
Government Code section 8558(b), which conditions, by reason o f
their magnitude, are or are likely to be beyond the control o f
the services, personnel, equipment', and facilities of any singl e
county, city and county, or city, and require the combined force s
of a mutual aid region or regions to combat, as stated in a
proclamation by the Governor .

NOTE : Authority cited : Sections 40502 and 43035, Publi c
Resources Code .	 Reference : Sections 40002, 43020, 43021, and
43035, Public Resources Code .

Section 17210 .2

	

Purpose and Limitations of an Emergency
Waiver .

(a) An emergency waiver may only be issued when there ha s
been a proclamation of a state of emergency or local emergency ,
as those terms are defined in this Article .

(b) An EA may approve and issue a waiver for the expres s
purpose of enabling an operator of an existing 	 4
permitted solid waste facility or_a locally-approved temporary
transfer or_processing site to accept disaster debris and other

z4(p
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r
,nonhazardous wastes, in a manner not consistent with the terms
and conditions of the relevant solid waste facilities permit ,
during the recovery phase of a state of emer gency or local
emergency .

(c) The waiver may apply to specified state minimum soli d
waste standards or a specific term or condition of a solid waste
facilities permit- at an existing c_ 	 4solid wast e
facility3ee or a locally-approved temporary transfer o r
processing site which are related to the following :	 the origi n
of waste ; the rate of inflow for storage, transfer, processing ,
or disposal of waste ; the type and moisture content of soli d
waste ; the hours of facility operation ; and the storage tim e
before transfer, processing, or disposal of nonhazardous waste .

(d) The effective period of e an initial waiver, once
activated granted by the EA, shall not exceed 120 days .	 Upon
writtcn approval from thc Executive Director of thc Board an d
Liven receipt of the reports required in section 17210 .5, the EA
may extend the effective period of a waiver, as necessary, t o
assist in the recovery from an emergencv .

(e) All other state minimum standards and permit conditions
which are not the subject of the waiver shall remain in effect .

(f) A waiver may be modified, canceled, or revoked'by th e
EA without advance notice should the EA determine that any of th e
following occurs :

(1) The En or thc Board dctcrminco that use of sucha
waiver will cause or contribute to a public health and
safety or environmental problem ;

(2) The EA or thc Board dctcrminco that the terms of th e
waiver are not being used expressly to handle the state o f
emergency or local emergency and are not in the bes t
interest of the public health and safety ;

(3) The EA or the Board dctcrminco that the waiver is n o
longer necessary ;

(4) The EA or the Board dctcrminco that the solid wast e
facility operator is not utilizing disaster debris diversio n
programs to the extent feasible .

NOTE : Authority cited : Sections 40502 and 43035, Publi c
Resources Code .	 Reference : Sections 40002, 43020, 43021, an d
43035, Public Resources Code .

	

'

Section 17210 .3

	

Request for an Emergency Waiver .

(a) An operator may apply to an EA for a waiver aftera
disaster or emergency situation as defined in this Article, ha s
been declared .	 The waiver shall only be activated granted wit h
the express approval of the EA following a proclamation o f
eme rgency or declaration of disaster at the local or state levels .

2_41
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Co) . To obtain a waiver, a solid waste facility operato r
shall submit a written request to the EA .	 The request fora
waiver shall include, but not be limited to, the followin q
information :

(1) A listing of the existing 	 solid wast e
facilities' permit terms and conditions to be waived in
order to facilitate recovery and disposal of disaster debri s
in the event of a declared disaster or emergency ;

(2) A statement of the remaining disposal capacity of the
solid waste disposal facility at the time of the request ;

(3) A description of all facility-related diversio n
programs and on-site recycling facilities ; and

(4) A listing of locally-approved temporary =-	
transfer or processing site s. a.r-eee to be used to store
disaster debris for future reuse or recycling .

NOTE : Authority cited : Sections 40502 and 43035, Publi c
Resources Code .	 Reference : Sections 40001, 40002, 43020, 4302 1
and 43035, Public Resources Code .

Section 17210 .4

	

Granting an Emergency Waiver .

(a) The EA may grant a waiver during a proclamation o f
emergency or declaration of disaster upon making the followin q
findings :

(1) The operator applying for the waiver holds a vali d
solid waste facilities permit ;

(2) The waiver will not pose a threat to public health and
safety or the environment ;

(3)	 The tcrmo of the waiver do not conflict with th e

(434) The operator has identifiesd and aef*eee—t-e implements ,
to the extent feasibleL diversion programs to maximiz e
diversion through reuse, recyclin g , or compostinq of
disaster-related waste .

(b) Within 7 days of receipt of the solid waste facility
operator's request for a waivert the EA shall notify the soli d
waste facility operator in writing whether or not the request fo r
waiver has been granted .	 If the proposed waiver is not granted ,
the EA's notification shall contain reasons for the denial .	 The.
solid waste facility operator may reapply for the waiver ata
later date or submit necessary documentation to receive th e
waiver immediately .

NOTE : Authority cited : Sections 40502 and 43035, Publi c
Resources Code .	 Reference : Sections 40002, 43020, 43021, an d
43035, Public Resources Code .
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Section 17210 .5

	

Reporting Requirements for a Solid Wast e
Facility Operator .

(a) The solid waste facility operator shall submita
written report to the EA and the local county agency (agency )
within 90 days of' activation of the waiver and every 90 day s
thereafter for the effective period of the activated waiver .

(b ) The written report shall include the followin q
information :

(1) The daily amount of disaster debris received, diverted ,
and disposed at the facility ;

(2) The jurisdiction of origin for the disaster debri s
received at the facility ;

(3) The increase in tonnage or volume of waste received pe r
day during the effective period of the activated waiver ; and

(4)• The facilities used to process the disaster debris .

(c) If pursuant to section 17210 .2(d) of this Article, the
waiver is extended beyond 120 days, the operator shall submit a
reports to the EA as described in subparagraph (b) 	 to the EA an d
agency .	 The report shall be submitted once every 90 days unti l
the end of the effective period of the waiver .

(d) After the activated waiver expires, the solid wast e
facility operator shall continue to submit the informatio n
requested in item (b) above to the EA and agency, every 90 days ,
until there is no longer any discernable disaster related wast e
being processed or stored at the facility .

NOTE : Authority cited : Sections 40502 and 43035, Publi c
Resources Code .	 Reference : Sections 40002, 43020, 43021, an d
43035, Public Resources Code .

Section 17210 .6

	

Reportina Requirements for an Enforcemen t
Agency .

(a) The EA shall transmit a copy of the approved waiver t o
the Board within 15 days of its issuance .

(b) The EA shall submit a co py of the operator's written
reports to the Board	 within 3 0
days of the receipt of the reports .

NOTE : Authority cited : Sections 40502 and 43035, Publi c
Resources Code .	 Reference : Sections 40002, 43020, 43021 an d
43035, Public Resources Code .

14q
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Section 17210 .7

	

Selection of a Solid Waste Facility for
Emergency Disposal and Diversion .

(a) In the event of a state of emergency or local
emergency, the EA shall do the following :

•(1) Assist a local government within its 'jurisdiction by
providing a list of solid waste disposal facilities which hav e
been granted a waiver .	 The list shall include site capacity for
acceptance of waste, hours of operation, daily tonnage limit s
during the emergency, and on-site recycling and diversion fo r
disaster-related debris .

121 Survey the solid waste facilities within it s
jurisdiction and determine the diversion programs available a t
the facilities .	 Diversion information will be made available by
the EA to an affected local jurisdiction and to the public during
a declared emergencv .

NOTE : Authority cited : Sections 40502 and 43035, Public
Resources Code .	 Reference : Sections 40002, 43020, 43021, an d
43035, Public Resources Code .

Section	 17210 .8

	

Authority of an Enforcement Agency .

(a) An EA, may approve . waivers of minimum standards and
specific terms or conditions of a solid waste facilities permit ,
as needed, to respond to a disaster or emergency situation, a s
defined in section 17201 .1 .

NOTE : Authority cited : Sections 40502 and 43035, Publi c
Resources Code .	 Reference : Sections 40001, 40002, 40051, 40052 ,
40053, 40054, 40055, 40056, 40057, 43020, and 43021 of the Public
Resources Code .

Section 17210 .9

	

Executive Director's Powers and Dutie s
Relative to the Emergency Waiver .

(a) The Executive Director of the Board shall review all EA
waiver approvals .	 The Executive Director may condition, limit ,
suspend, or terminate an operator's use of a waiver, if it i s
determined that use of the waiver would cause harm to publi c
health and safety, or the environment .

(b) The Executive Director may condition, limit, suspend ,
or terminate an operator's use of a waiver if it is found tha t
the operator has not utilized reasonably available wast e
diversion programs as identified in its waiver documentation .

(c) The Executive Director shall report to the Board ata
re•ularl scheduled meetin- an activation •rantin• of a waiver
and all determinations made concerning the waiver .

NOTE : Authority cited : Sections 40502 and 43035 . Publi c
Resources Code .	 Reference : Sections 40002, 43020, 43021, an d
43035, Public Resource's Code .
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California Integrated Waste Management Board
Resolution 96-20 1
April 24, 199 6

CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF THE NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR TH E
PROPOSED EMERGENCY WAIVER OF STANDARDS REGULATIONS, TITLE 14 ,
DIVISION 7, CHAPTER 3, ARTICLE 3, SECTIONS 17210-17210 . 9

WHEREAS, Board staff has completed a thorough environmenta l
analysis and prepared an initial study indicating that the
proposed emergency waiver of standards regulations will not hav e
significant effect on the environment, and

WHEREAS, the California Environmental Quality Act (Publi c
Resources Code Section 21000 et . seq .), and State CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15074 (b) requires that prior to approval o f
a proposed project, the decision-making body of the Board, a s
Lead Agency, shall consider the proposed Negative Declaration fo r
the amendment of California Code of Regulations, Title 14 ,
Division 7, Chapter 3, by adopting Article 3, Sections 1721 0
through 17210 .9, together with any comments received during th e
public review process . The decision-making body shall'approv e
the Negative Declaration if it finds on the basis of the Initia l
Study and any comments received that there is no substantia l
evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the
environment ; and

WHEREAS, the Board has circulated the proposed Negativ e
Declaration to public agencies through the State Clearinghouse ,
and has made the document available to the public as announced i n
three newspapers of general circulation throughout the State o f
California for the required time period as required by State CEQ A
Guidelines, Section 15072 (a) ; and

WHEREAS, the Board has reviewed and considered all comment s
received during the State agency and public review period .

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby deems th e
proposed Negative Declaration complete .

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board has determined that th e
project as proposed will not have a significant adverse effect on
the environment .

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board adopts the Negativ e
Declaration, State Clearinghouse Number 96032092 .

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs staff to prepar e
and submit a Notice of Determination for the project to the Stat e
Clearinghouse for filing as required by State CEQA Guideline s
(Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 15075) .
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CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrate d
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing i s
a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularl y
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on Apri1 .24, 1996 .

Dated :

Ralph E . Chandler
Executive Director
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California Integrated Waste Management Boar d
Resolution 96-20 2
April 24, 199 6

CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSED EMERGENCY WAIVER O F
STANDARDS REGULATIONS, TITLE 14, DIVISION 7, CHAPTER 3 ,
ARTICLE 3, SECTIONS 17210-17210 . 9

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code Section 40502 requires the Boar d
to adopt regulations to carry out the mandates of solid wast e
management ; and

WHEREAS, formal notice of the rulemaking activity was publishe d
on December 16, 1995 in the California Regulatory Notice Registe r
95, Volume No . 50-Z ; and

WHEREAS, the Board held a 45-day comment period, two publi c
hearings, and an additional 15-day comment period for
substantially related changes ; and

WHEREAS, the Board has taken all public comments unde r
consideration ; and

WHEREAS, the Board has fulfilled all of the requirements of
Government Code Sections 11340 et . seq . ; and Title 1' of the
California Code of Regulations, Section 1 et . seq . ; and

WHEREAS, the Board has maintained a rulemaking file which shal l
be deemed to be the . record for the rulemaking proceeding pursuan t
to Government Code ection 11347 .3 ; and '

WHEREAS,' the Board has determined that the adoption of th e
proposed regulations do not impose a mandate on school districts ,
nor do they impose any non-discretionary costs or savings on
them ; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the proposed regulations
do not impose a mandate on local government-agencies ; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the proposed regulation s
will create no costs or savings to any state agency or to federa l
funding to the State ; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the proposed regulations
will have no significant adverse impact on housing costs ; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the proposed regulations ,
rather than having an adverse economic impact, may provide
economic relief to solid waste operations classified as smal l
businesses, by improving disposal facility accessibility to wast e
haulers ; and
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WHEREAS, the Board has determined that .the adoption of the
proposed regulations will not have a cost impact on privat e
persons or enterprises ; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the proposed regulation s
will not have an adverse impact upon California businesses '
ability to compete with out-of-state business ; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the proposed regulator y
action will not affect the creation or elimination of jobs withi n
the State of California ; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that no alternative considere d
would be more effective in carrying out the purposes for whic h
this action is proposed or would be as effective and les s
burdensome to affected private persons than the proposed action ;
and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the above mentioned regulations ar e
necessary for the protection of the public health and safety an d
the environment .

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby adopts th e
emergency waiver of standards regulations for codification i n
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 7, Chapter 3 ,
Article 3, and directs staff to submit the regulations an d
rulemaking file to the Office of Administrative Law for revie w
and approval .

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrate d
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing i s
a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularl y
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Wast e
Management Board held on April 24, 1996 .

bated :

Ralph E . Chandler
Executive Director
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Notice ofCompletion
Mail to : State Clearinghouse, 1400 Tenth Street, Sacranurao, CA 95810 916/445-0613

Project Title : ProposedNeqDecfor Requlations forEmerqenc v
Waivers of Standards .
Lead Agency : CaliforniaIntegrated WasteManaaementBoard
Contact Person : ChrisDeidrick
Street Address : 8800 CalCenter Drive

	

Phone : (916)	 255-2309
City: Sacramento	 	 Zip : 95826 County : Sacramento
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ _

Project Location
County : . Statewide	 	 City/Nearest Community :	
Cross Streets :

	

Zip :	 Total Acres :
Assessor's Parcel No .	 Section :

	

Trip .	 Range :

	

Base :
Within 2 Miles : State Hwy 8 :	 Waterways :	

Airports :	 Railways :	 Schools :	
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ _

Document Type

CEQA : 0 NOP

	

0 Supplemental/Subsequent

	

NEPA :

	

0 NOI

	

Other : 0 Joint Document
q Early Cons 0 EIR (Prior SCH No .) 0 EA 0 Final Document
® Neg Dec

	

0 other	 	 0 Draft EIS

	

0 Other
q Draft EIR 0 PONS I

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ _

Local Action Type

q General Plan Update 0 Specific Plan 0 Rezone 0 Annexation
q General Plan Amendment 0 Master Plan 0 Prezone D Redevelopmen t
q General Plan Element 0 Planned Unit Development 0 Use Permit 0 Coastal Permi t
q Community Plan 0 Site Plan 0 Land Div (Subdivision, 0 Other	

Parcel Map, Tract Map ,
etc . )

____________________________________________________________________________________________ _

Development Typ e

q Residential : Units Acres 0 Water Facilities : Type	 MGD	
q office : Sq.Ft._ Acres Employees 0 Transportation: Type	
q Commercial : Sq .Ft ._ Acres Employees_ 0 Mining : Mineral	
q Industrial : Sq .Ft ._ Acres_ Employees_ 0 Power : Type	 Watts	
q Educational	 0 Other :	
____________________________________________________________________________________________ _

Project Issues Discussed in Documen t

q Aesthetic/Visual 0 Flood Plain/Flooding 0 Schools/Universitie s
q water Quality 0 Agricultural Land 0 Forest Land/Fire Hazard
q Septic Systems 0 Water Supply/Groundwater 0 Air Quality
q Geologic/Seismic 0 Sewer Capacity 0 Wetland/Riparian
q Archeological/Historical 0 Minerals 0 Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading
q wildlife 0 Coastal Zone 0 Noise
q Solid Waste 0 Growth Inducing 0 Drainage/Absorption
q Population/Housing Balance 0 Toxic/Hazardous 0 Land use
q Economic/Jobs 0 Public Services/Facilities 0 Traffic/Circulation
q Cumulative Effects 0 Fiscal 0 Recreation/Parks
q Vegetation 0 Other	
____________________________________________________________________________________________ _

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Use

____________________________________________________________________________________________ _

Project Description
The project being considered is the approval, adoption and subsequent implementation of new
regulations authorizing solid waste facility operators to accept demolition debris and other
waste from the cleanup of a declared disaster area . These regulations will grant operators wh o
hold valid solid waste facilities permits, a limited waiver of the minimum standards and o f
the terms and conditions of their solid waste facilities permits related to the origin o f
waste, rate of inflow for storage, transfer or disposal of waste, types of waste, and hours o f
facility operation.

Revised October 198 9

GUIDELINES

Se NOTE Ides

SCM, ~6c ; c 2Z.

e

gAR 21 1J.J
$?A i_
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Reviewing Agencies Checklist

	

Supplementary DocumentN

Resource Agency
Boating a Waterway s
Coastal Commission
Coastal Conservancy
Colorado River Board
Conservation
Fish & Game
Forestry
Office of Historic Preservation
Parks & Recreation
Reclamatio n
S .P . Bay Conservation & Development Comm .
Water Resources (DWR )

Business, Transportation a Housin g
_ Aeronautics
_ California Highway Patro l
	 CALTRANS District It	

Department of Transportation Planning Hqs .
Housing & Community Development
Food & Agriculture

Health it Welfar e
	 Health Services

State it Consumer Service s
_ General Service s

OLA (Schools )

PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD (Io be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date	 December	 . 1995	 	 Ending Date	 February	 . 1996

Signature	 	 Date

XEY
S a Document sent by lead agency
X = Document sent by SCH

a Suggested Distributio n

Lead Agency Complete if Applicabl e

Consulting Firm :	

Address :
City/State/Zip :

Contact :

Phone :

	

(	 )

Applicant :	

Address :	

City/State/Zip :	

Phone : (

	

)

For SCH Use Only :

Date Received at SCH

Date Review Starts

Date to Agencies

Clearance Date	

Notes :

Cal-EPA
_ Air Resources Board
_ APCD/AQMD
_ California Waste Management Boar d
_ SWRCB : Clean Water Grant s
_ SWRCB : Delta Uni t
_ SWRCB : Water Qualit y

SWRCB : Water Rights
Regional WQCB O____

	

)

Youth it Adult Correction s
	 Correction s

Independent Commissions it Office s
Energy Commission

_ Native American Heritage Commissio n
_ Public Utilities Commission
_ Santa Monica Mountains Conservator y

State Lands Commission
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Other	

•
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PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE ADOPTION OF EMERGENCY
WAIVER OF STANDARDS REGULATIONS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project being considered is the approval, adoption, and
subsequent implementation of new regulations authorizing solid
waste facility operators to accept demolition debris and other
waste from the cleanup of a declared disaster area . This
proposed negative declaration has been prepared to fulfill th e
re quirements set forth by the California Environmental Qualit y
Act (CEQA) .

Copies of these regulations can be obtained from :

Chris Deidric k
( 9 '_ 66 ) 255-230 9
Office of Local Assistanc e
California Integrated Waste Management Board
8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, California, 9582 6

CEQA requires that potential significant adverse environmental
impacts associated with the adoption and implementation o f
regulations be assessed within the scope of an environmenta l
document .

These regulations are. for the purpose of allowing an operator ,
who holds a valid solid waste facilities permit ; to request an
emergency waiver of standards in the event of a state or local
emergency from a local enforcement agency . These regulations
will grant operators, a limited waiver of the minimum standard s
and of the terms and conditions of their solid waste facilitie s
permits related to the origin of waste, rate of inflow fo r
storage, transfer or disposal of waste, types of waste, and hours
of facility operation . These provisions also address temporar y
transfer and processing sites needed for excess disaster debris .
These regulations will provide for maximum flexibility regarding
handling, processing, transportation, storage, and disposa l
capacity through the period of the waiver . The effect of thes e
regulations will be to facilitate clean-up and repair of declared
disaster areas, thus protecting the public health, safety ,
general welfare, and the environment .

BACKGROUND

The California Integrated Waste Management Act (Act), Publi c
Resources Code (PRC) section 40000 et seq ., provides for th e
protection of public health and safety and the environmen t
through waste prevention, waste diversion, and safe wast e
processing and disposal . PRC section 40502 requires the Board t o
adopt rules and regulations in the implementation of the Act .
PRC section 43035 requires the Board, in cooperation with th e
Office of Emergency Services, to develop an integrated waste
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management disaster plan to provide for the handling, storage ,
processing, transportation, and diversion from disposal sites, o r
provide for disposal if necessary, of solid waste resulting fro m
a state of emergency or local emergency as defined in sectio n
8558 of the Government Code .

The Board has provided relief to local jurisdictions impacted b y
disaster debris by filing emergency regulations with the Offic e
of Administrative Law which grant an operator, who holds a vali d
permit to operate a solid waste facility, a waiver from an y
standard imposed by Division 7 of CCR or any term or condition o f
a solid waste facilities permit . The emergency waiver must be
related to the origin of waste, rate of inflow for storage ,
transfer or disposal, type and moisture content of solid waste ,
hours of facility operation, and storage time before transfer an d
disposal of non-putresible wastes, as authorized by th e
enforcement agency .

The above described emgergency regulations were filed after th e
event and were instated for a period of 120 days . . If an impacted
area requires relief from specific disposal standards or permi t
terms and conditions, the Board can request another 120 da y
extension . (For example, after the Northridge earthquake o f
January 17, 1994 the Board filed for emergency waive r
regulations . Since the initial filing the Board has extended th e
regulations four times .) During an emergency this process i s
cumbersome and could delay cleanup and repair of a disaster area .
This delay could threaten the public health, safety, and th e
environment of the disaster area .

The Board has prepared a Statement of Reasons for the revise d
regulations, which is available from the Board upon request . A
copy of the text of the regulations is also available upo n
request . Additionally, all information upon which the
regulations are based (the rulemaking file) is available fo r
review at the Board's office at 8800 Cal Center Drive ,
Sacramento, California, 95826 .

Conclusion

Adoption of the Emergency Waiver of Standards Regulations wil l
result in no significant adverse environmental impacts . The
Board's revised regulations simplify the administrativ e
procedures for granting emergency waivers of standards, but b y
doing so, the Board does not anticipate any increase in th e
number of waivers to be granted .

2
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

1. Project Title : Amend Regulatory Language : Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR )
Sections 17210 through 17210 .9.

2. Lead Agency Name and Address : California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board), Offic e
of Local Assistance, 8800 Cal Center Drive, Sacramento, California 9582 6

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Chris Deidrick (916) 255-230 9

4. Project Location : Statewide

5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address : Board (see above)

6. General Plan Designation : Not Applicable (Project Statewide)

7. Zoning: Not Applicable (Project Statewide )

8. Description of Project The adoption of new regulatory language which would adopt Title 14 ,
CCR, Division 7, Chapter 3, Article 3, sections 17210 through 17210 .9. These regulations are for th e
purpose of enabling solid waste facility operators to accept demolition debris and other waste from th e
cleanup of a declared disaster area . These regulations will grant operators who hold valid solid wast e
facilities permits, a limited waiver of the minimum standards and of the terms and conditions of thei r
solid waste facilities permits related to the origin of waste, rate of inflow for storage, transfer or disposa l
of waste, types of waste, and hours of facility operation . These provisions also address temporary
facilities needed to replace any permitted facility destroyed by a disaster . These regulations will provide
for maximum flexibility regarding handling, processing, transportation, storage, and disposal capacit y
through the period of the waiver. The effect of these regulations will be to facilitate clean-up and repai r
of declared disaster areas, thus protecting the public health, safety, general welfare, and th e
environment.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting : Not applicable . The project is statewide and would not
effect the use of any type of facility .

10. Other Public Agencies whose approval is required: Not applicable. The statewide project doe s
not effect any programs which fall within the jurisdiction of another agency .

•
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTE D

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at leas t
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages .

q Land Use and Planning q Transportation/Circulatio n

q Public Services q Population and Housing

q Biological Resources q Utilities and Service System s

q Geological Problems q Energy and Mineral Resources

q Aesthetics q Water

q Hazards q Cultural Resource s

q Air Quality q Noise

q Recreation q Mandatory Findings of Significanc e

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation :

I find that the proposed . project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared .

Signature

	

Date

. Printed Name

	

For

2



ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

Potentially

	

Potentially

	

Less Than

	

No
Significant

	

Significant

	

Significant

	

Impact
Impact

	

Unless

	

Impac t
' Mitigate

Issues
(and Supporting Information Sources )

CHECKLIST

I. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the
proposal :

a) Conflict with general plan designation or zoning ?
(See Explanation of Checklist Responses, page
12 .)

b) Conflict with applicable environmental plans o r
policies adopted by agencies with jurisdiction ove r
the project? (See Explanation of Checklist
Responses, page 12.)

c) Be incompatible with existing land use in the
vicinity? (See Explanation of Checklist Responses,
page 12.)

d) Affect agricultural resources or operations (e .g .
impacts to soils or farmlands, or impacts fro m
incompatible land uses)? (See Explanation o f
Checklist Responses, page 12 .)

e) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an
established community (including a low-income o r
minority community)? (See Explanation of Checklist
Responses, page 12 .)

II .

	

POPULATION AND HOUSING . Would the
proposal :

a) Cumulatively exceed official regional or loca l
population projections? (See Explanation of
Checklist Responses, page 12.)

b) Induce substantial growth in an area, either directl y
or indirectly? (See Explanation of Checklis t
Responses, page 12.)

c) Displace existing housing, especially affordabl e
housing? (See Explanation of Checklist

•

	

Responses, page 12.)

	

3
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

Potentially

	

Potentially
Significant

	

Significan t
Impact

	

Unles s
Mitigate

Less Than

	

No
Significant

	

Imoact
Impact

	

•

III .

a)

GEOLOGIC PROBLEMS . Would the proposa l
result in or expose people to potential impact s
involving :

Fault rupture?

	

(See Explanation of Checklist

	

q

	

q q

b)

Responses, page 12.)

Seismic ground shaking? (See Explanation of

	

q

	

q q 1
c)

Checklist Responses, page 12.)

Seismic ground failure, including liquefaction? (See

	

q

	

q q

d)

Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 12 .)

Seiche, tsunami, or volcanic hazard? (See

	

q

	

q q

e)

Explanation of Checklist Responses, page, 12.)

Landslides or mudflows? (See Explanation of

	

0
f)

Checklist Responses, page 12.)

Erosion, changes in topography or unstable soil

	

q q
conditions from excavation, grading or fill? (See
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 12 .)

•
g) Subsidence of the land? (See Explanation of

	

q

	

q q

h)

Checklist Responses, page 12 . )

Expansive soils? (See Explanation of Checklist

	

q

	

q q

i)

Responses, page 13 .)

Unique geologic or physical features? (See

	

q

	

q q

IV .

Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 13 .)

WATER. Would the proposal result in :

Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, o r
the rate and amount of surface runoff? (See

	

q

	

q q

a)

b)

Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 13.)

Exposure of people or property to water related

	

q

	

q q

c)

hazards such as flooding?

	

(See Explanation of
Checklist Responses, page 13.)

Discharge into surface waters or other alteration of

	

q

	

q q
surface water quality (e .g . temperature, dissolved
oxygen or turbidity)?

	

(See Explanation of
Checklist Responses, page 13 .)

•
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR M

Potentially

	

Potentially

	

Less Than

	

N o
Significant

	

Significant

	

Significant

	

Impact
Impact

	

Unless

	

Impact
Mitigate

d) Altered direction or rate of flow of groundwater?
(See Explanation of Checklist Responses, page
13 .)

e) Changes in currents, or the course or direction o f
water movements? (See Explanation of Checklist
Responses, page 13 .)

f) Change in the quantity of groundwater, eithe r
through direct additions or withdrawals, or throug h
interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations o r
through substantial loss of groundwater recharg e
capability? (See Explanation of Checklist
Responses, page 13 .)

g) Altered direction or rate of flow of groundwater?
(See Explanation of Checklist Responses, page
13 .)

h) Impacts to groundwater quality? (See Explanation
of Checklist Responses, page 13 .)

i) Substantial reduction of groundwater otherwise
available for public water supplies? (See
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 13 .)

V.

	

AIR QUALITY. Would the proposal :

a) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to a n
existing or projected air quality violation? (Se e
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 13.)

b) Expose sensitive receptors to pollutants? (See
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 13.)

c) Alter air movement, moisture, or temperature o r
cause any change in climate? (See Explanation of
Checklist Responses, page 13 .)

d) Create objectionable odors? (See Explanation of
Checklist Responses, page 13 .)

VI . TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION . Would the
proposal result in :

a) Increased vehicle trips or traffic congestion? (Se e

•

	

Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 14.)
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

b) Hazards to safety from design features (e .g. sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g. farm equipment)? (See Explanation of
Checklist Responses, page 14 .)

c) Inadequate emergency access or access to nearb y
uses? (See Explanation of Checklist Responses,
page 14 .)

d) Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site ?
(See Explanation of Checklist Responses, page
14.)

e) Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists ?
(See Explanation of. Checklist Responses, page
14.)

f) Conflicts with adopted policies supportin g
alternative transportation (e .g. bus turnouts, bicycle
racks)? (See Explanation of Checklist Responses,
page 14 .)

g) Rail, waterbome or air traffic impacts? (See
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 14 .)

VII . BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES . Would the proposa l
result in impacts to :

a) Endangered, threatened or rare species or their
habitats (including but not limited to plants, fish ,
insects, animals, and birds)? (See Explanation of
Checklist Responses, page 14 .)

b) Locally designated species (e.g. heritage trees)?
(See Explanation of Checklist Responses, page
14 .)

c) Locally designated natural communities (e .g. oak
forest, coastal habitat, etc .)? (See Explanation of
Checklist Responses, page 14.)

d) Woodland habitat (e .g. marsh, riparian and verna l
pool? (See Explanation of Checklist Responses,
page 14.)

6
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Significant
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

•

e) Wildlife dispersion or migration corridors? (Se e
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 14.)

VIII . ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES . Would
the proposal :

a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?
(See Explanation of Checklist Responses, page
14 .)

b) Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful an d
inefficient manner? (See Explanation of Checklist
Responses, page 14.)

c) Result in the loss of availability of a known minera l
resource that would be of future value to the regio n
and the residents of the State? (See Explanation
of Checklist Responses, page 14 .)

IX.

	

HAZARDS. Would the proposal involve:

a) A risk of accidental explosion or release of
hazardous substances (including, but not limited : oil
pesticides, chemicals or radiation? (See
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 15.)

b) Possible interference with an emergency respons e
plan or emergency evacuation plan? (See
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 15.)

c) The creation of a health hazard or potential healt h
hazard? (See Explanation of Checklist Responses,

page 15 .)

d) Exposure of people to existing sources of potentia l
health hazards? (See Explanation of Checklist
Responses, page 15 . )

e) Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable
brush, grass, or trees? (See Explanation of
Checklist Responses, page 15.)

X .

	

NOISE . Would the proposal result in :

a) Increases in existing noise levels? (Se e
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 15.)

•
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Potentially
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Significant

	

Significant
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Impact
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Impact
Mitigate

No
Impact

	

•

b)

XI .

Exposure of people to severe noise levels? (See

	

q

	

q
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 15 .)

PUBLIC SERVICES . Would the proposal have a n
effect upon, or result in a need for new or altere d
government services in any of the following areas :

a) Fire protection? (See Explanation of Checklist

	

q

	

q

	

q
Responses, page 15 .)

b) Police protection?

	

(See Explanation of Checklist

	

q

	

q

	

q
Responses, page 15 .)

c) Schools? (See Explanation of Checklist

	

q

	

q
Responses, page 15.)

0

d) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?

	

q

	

q

	

q
(See Explanation of Checklist Responses, page
15.)

e) Other governmental services? (See Explanation of

	

q

	

q

	

q
Checklist Responses, page 15.)

•
XII . UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the

proposal result in a need for new systems o r
supplies, or substantial alterations to the followin g
utilities :

a) Power or natural gas? (See Explanation of

	

q

	

q

	

. q
Checklist Responses, page 15 .)

b) Communication systems? (See Explanation of

	

q

	

q
Checklist Responses, page 15.)

c) Local or regional water treatment or distribution

	

q

	

q

	

q
facilities? (See Explanation of Checklist
Responses, page 15 .)

d) Sewer or septic tanks? (See Explanation of

	

q

	

q
Checklist Responses, page 15.)

e) Storm water drainage? (See Explanation of

	

q

	

q

	

q
Checklist Responses, page 16.)

0

f) Solid waste disposal? (See Explanation of

	

q

	

q

	

q
Checklist Responses, page 16.)

•
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Potentially
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Significant

	

Significant

	

Impact
Impact

	

Unless

	

Impact
Mitigate

g) Local or regional water supplies? (See Explanation
of Checklist Responses, page 16 .)

XIII . AESTHETICS . Would the proposal :

a) Affect a scenic vista or scenic highway? (Se e
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 16.)

b) Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect?
(See Explanation of Checklist Responses, page
16.)

c) Create light or glare? (See Explanation of
Checklist Responses, page 16 .)

XIV. CULTURAL RESOURCES . Would the proposal :

a) Disturb paleontological resources? (See
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 16.)

b) Disturb archaeological resources? (See
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 16.)

c) Affect historical resources? (See Explanation of
Checklist Responses, page 16.)

d) Have the potential to cause a physical chang e
which would affect unique ethnic cultural values?
(See Explanation of Checklist Responses, page
16 . )

e) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the
potential impact area? (See Explanation of
Checklist Responses, page 16.)

XV. RECREATION. Would the proposal :

a) Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional
parks or other recreational facilities? (See
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 16.)

b) Affect existing recreational opportunities? (See
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 16.)

•
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Mitigate '

XVI . MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANC E

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade th e
quality of the environment, substantially reduce th e
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish o r
wildlife population to drop below self sustainin g
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or anima l
community, reduce the number or restrict the rang e
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminat e
important examples of the major periods of
Califomia history or prehistory? (See Explanation
of Checklist Responses, page 16.)

b) Does the project have the potential to achieve shot -
term, to the disadvantage of long-ter m
environmental goals? (See Explanation of
Checklist Responses, page 16.)

c) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable ?
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerabl e
when viewed in connection with the effects of pas t
projects, the effects of other current projects, an d
the effects of probable future projects) . (See
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 17.)

d) Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly? (Se e
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 17.)

XVII. EARLIER ANALYSES. Earlier analyses may be
used where, pursuant to tiering, program EIR, o r
other CEQA process, one or more effects hav e
been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR o r
Negative Declaration . In this case a discussio n
should identify the following on attached sheets :

a) Earlier analyses used . Identify earlier analyses and

	

q

	

q

	

q
state where they are available for review. (See
Explanation of Checklist Responses, page 17.)

q

	

q

	

q

q

	

q

	

q

q

	

q

	

q

0

1 0
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Potentially
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Significant

	

Significant

	

Significant
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Impact
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Impact
Mitigate

b) Impacts inadequately addressed. Identify which

	

q

	

q

	

q
effects from the above checklist were within th e
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlie r
document pursuant to applicable legal standards ,
and whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis .
(See Explanation of Checklist Responses, page
17.)

c) Mitigation measures . For effects that are "Less than

	

q

	

q

	

q
Significant with Mitigation Incorporated," describe
the mitigation measures which were incorporated o r
refined from the earlier document and the extent t o
which they address site-specific conditions for th e
project . (See Explanation of Checklist Responses,
page 17.)

Authority: Public Resources Code Sections 2108 3
and 21087 .

® Reference: Public Resources Code Section s
21080(c), 21080 .1, 21080 .3, 21082.1, 21083, 21083 .3 ,
21093, 21094, 21151 ; Sundstrom v. County of
Mendocino, 202 Cal . App. 3d 296 (1988) ; Leonoff v.
Monterey Board of Supervisors, 222 Cal . App. 3d 1337
(1990)

•
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EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST RESPONSE S

I .

	

a) Not applicable (N/A), the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effec t
an administrative mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers o f
standards to landfill operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulation s
are not adopted .

b) Not applicable (N/A), the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect a n
administrative mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standard s
to landfill operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are no t
adopted .

c) Not applicable (N/A), the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effec t
an administrative mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers o f
standards to landfill operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulation s
are not adopted .

d) Not applicable (N/A), the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effec t
an administrative mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers o f
standards to landfill operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulation s
are not adopted .

e) Not applicable (N/A), the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effec t
an administrative mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers o f
standards to landfill operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulation s
are not adopted .

II . a) N/A, no impact on population and merely effect an administrative mechanism which
facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfill operators . Emergency
waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

b) N/A, no impact on population and merely effect an administrative mechanism whic h
facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfill operators . Emergency
waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

c) NA, no impact on housing .

Ill . a) NA, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

b) NA, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

12
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•

	

c) NA, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrative
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

d) NA, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

e) NA, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely , effect an administrative
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

f) NA, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

g) NA, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

h) NA, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
*mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l

operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

i) NA, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

IV. a) NA, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

c) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrative
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

d) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l

.operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

13
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e) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

f) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

. g) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

h) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

I) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

v. a) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted ff these regulations are not adopted .

c) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

d) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

VI. a) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e

c) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrative

•

•
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d) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

f) N/A. the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

h) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrative
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

VII . a) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

.

	

e) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrative

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l

® operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

c) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
reporting mechanism which has been determined to be no longer necessary .

d) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

e) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

VIII . a) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

c) N/A, no impact on the loss of availability of any known mineral resource .

15
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IX. a) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

c) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

d) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

e) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

X. a) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

XI . a) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

c) N/A, no impact on schools .

d) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

16
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e) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

XII . a) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

c) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

d) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

e) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
® mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l

operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

f) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

g) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

XIII . a) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

c) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

1 7
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XIV.

	

a) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect a n
administrative mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standard s
to landfill operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are no t
adopted .

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specitic and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

c) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

d) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

e) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

XV. a) N/A, no impact on demand for recreational facilities and merely effect an administrative
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

XVI .

	

a) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect . an
administrative mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standard s
to landfill operators. Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are no t
adopted .

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards. to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

c) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

•
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A

d) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific and merely effect an administrativ e
mechanism which facilitates the processing of emergency waivers of standards to landfil l
operators . Emergency waivers would still be granted if these regulations are not adopted .

XVII .

	

a) NA, the proposed regulations are not site specific ; no earlier analyses woul d
apply.

b) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific ; no earlier analyses would apply .

c) N/A, the proposed regulations are not site specific ; no earlier analyses would apply .

•
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOAR D

April 24, 199 6

AGENDA ITEM6b

ITEM :

	

UPDATE ON IMPLEMENTING PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTIONS
44104 AND 44106 REGARDING THE INVENTORY OF SOLID WASTE
FACILITIES WHICH VIOLATE STATE MINIMUM STANDARDS

I. COMMITTEE ACTION

The Permitting and Enforcement Committee had not ye t
considered this matter when this item went to print . A
verbal report will be given at the Board meeting .

II. SUMMARY

Backqround

As the result of the recent lawsuit with the Natura l
Resources Defense Council (NRDC), the Board can no longer
implement the "Policy and Procedures for Maintaining the
Inventory" (LEA Advisory #14R, September 6, 1995) unless
regulations are adopted . In the absence of any regulations ,
the Board must implement .the Inventory from the perspectiv e
of a strict liability interpretation of public Resource s
Code sections 44104 and 44106 . This means that any solid
waste facility which violates any State Minimum Standar d
(SMS) in the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14 ,
Chapter 3, for'anv	 length of time i s ' subject to being sent a
Notice of Intent to include them on the Inventory . This item
updates the Committee on current staff efforts to resolv e
this issue in the short term . It also provides the Committe e
with options for staff direction toward a long ter m
resolution .

Immediate Approach

Incorporating the Policy into regulations would take
approximately one year . This time frame could be shortened
by submitting emergency regulations . Therefore, in order t o
initiate immediate implementation, Board staff has reviewe d
the SMS status for all active, permitted solid wast e
facilities, and is currently issuing Notices of Intent t o
List (NOIs) as applicable under the strict liability
interpretation . It is anticipated that the Inventory will b e
updated at the end of July and will subsequently b e
presented to the Board and published in August .
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Long Term Implementation

In the long term, the Board may choose to develo p
regulations based on the 1995 "Policy and Procedures fo r
Maintaining the inventory" in order to implement th e
Inventory . On the other hand, if the short term immediate
approach mentioned above works well, they may decide t o
continue to implement under the strict liability
interpretation of the law without developing regulations .

III . OPTIONS FOR THE COMMITTEE

Regarding long term implementation of the Inventory, Boar d
members may decide to :

1) Direct staff to continue to implement the Inventor y
under the strict liability interpretation of the law
without developing regulations .

2) Direct staff to immediately develop emergenc y
regulations .

3) Direct staff to immediately begin developing
regulations to implement the Inventory, whil e
implementing the Inventory under the strict liabilit y
interpretation of the law until the regulations ar e
finalized .

4) Direct staff to continue to implement the Inventor y
under the strict liability interpretation of the law ,
and defer making a decision on the development o f
regulations until August when staff present and publis h

.the Inventory . At that time staff will be able t o
report on the effectiveness and efficiency of curren t
implementation efforts, and make a recommendation as t o
whether regulations are necessary .

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends Option 4

V . ANALYSIS

Background

The recent ruling in the Board's lawsuit with the NRD C
resulted in Board staff no longer being able to utilize LE A
Advisory # 14R, the Board's Policy and Procedures fo r
Maintaining the Inventory (Policy) . Further, unless the
Policy is placed into regulations, PRC § 44104 and 4410 6
must be implemented using a strict liability interpretation . •
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This means that any facility which violates anv state
minimum standard for anv length of time is subject to being
sent a Notice of Intent to include them on the Inventory .

Kev Issue s

Regulations take' approximately one year or more to develop .
Emergency regulations would take less time if they could be
justified . However, there is no short term option fo r
implementing the Inventory other than from a stric t
liability interpretation . The Inventory is required to be
published twice annually . Due to the NRDC lawsuit, th e
February, 1996 Publication of the Inventory was pulled from
the Board's Agenda . Therefore, the Board must update the
Inventory and publish it under the strict liability
interpretation of the law twice between now and the end of
the year .

Fiscal Impact s

. None

Findings

The attached chart, Inventory Implementation Timelines ,
illustrates the activities required to implement the
Inventory in the short term . This initial effort include s
surveying the entire universe of permitted active soli d
waste facilities . Included in the chart are timeframes
associated with each activity . The following are brie f
descriptions of the activities :

1) Board staff informed the LEAs and CCDEH of the impending
changes in the way we maintai n. the Inventory in order to
facilitate a smooth transition . This took place the firs t
and second week in April .

2) Board staff used February LEA inspection data as a
baseline in determining which sites to send 90 day NOIs .
Additionally, in order to avoid sending NOIs to facilitie s
which have corrected the violations in March, . Board staff
gathered data on March inspections from LEAs . Based on thi s
data, NOIs will be sent from April 15-19, 1996 to operator' s
of those facilities in violation of state minimum standards
in February which were not corrected in March .

3) Once an NOI is sent by certified mail and is received ,
the 90 day time frame for correction of the violations
begins on the date the operator receives it . NOIs are being
sent from April 15-19 . There is about a 3 to 5 day average
delivery time which must be accounted for and it can be as
much as 10 or 11 days in some rural counties . Therefore the
90 day period will expire on average between July 19 and
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July 23 . Therefore, the first update and publication of the
Inventory will be presented at the August P&E Committee an d
Board . meetings .

Regarding long term implementation of the Inventory, staf f
feel it would be beneficial to wait and see how the curren t
effort described above functions, before deciding on whethe r
or not to•develop regulations . This will give staff an
opportunity to analyze the effectiveness and efficiency o f
the current effort . Therefore staff recommends option 4 of
the four options presented above in section III .

VI. ATTACHMENTS

1 . Inventory Implementation Timeline s

VII. APPROVALS

Prepared By : Paul Willman
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f
Activity

Inventory Implementation Timeline s

Date(s )

Issue letter to all LEAs
announcing the implementatio n
of the strict liabilit y
interpretation of PRC 4410 4

Gather and analyze data for
Feb and March LEA inspection s

Present changes in Inventory
process to CCDEH

Issue Notices of Intent

Update Inventory

Publish the Inventory

Fax and mail on April 5, 199 6

April 1-1 2

April 1 1

April 15-1 9

July 19-23

August, 1996
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